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AMENDED IN COMMITTEL
11/6/17

FILE NO. 171041 ' ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning ch}de - Cannabis Regulation]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries,
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning
districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish iocation and
operating cénditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited
the number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Subervisorial District 11; and-6)

create a limit of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses, in

Q istrict; and 7) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning

Department’s determination under the California Environmentai Quality Act; and

making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of

Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare

findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
' Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough-itaties-Times-New-Romeanfont.
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arialfont.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables. _

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Enyironmental'and Land Use Findings.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy4
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@ The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 171041 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms .
this determination.

(b) On October 19, 2017, the Planning 'Commission, in Resolution No. 20029,
adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,
with the‘City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is oh file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171041, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant fo Planrﬁng Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will

serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

Commission Resolution No. 20029, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by

reference.

Section 2, The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 1:02, 202.2,
204.3, 209.1, 209.2; 210.3, 303, 303.1, 312, 703, 710-726, 728-734, 750-764, 803.2, 803.3,
810-818, 840-845, 890.52, 890.54, and 890.111; adding Sections 190 and 890.125; and
deleting Sections 739-742, 745, and 748, to read as follows:

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.
Agricultural Food, Fiber-and Bevet"age‘ Processing 1._An Industrial use that involves the
processing of feed-stuffs-agricultural productsfibers- and beverages with a low potential for

noxious fumes, noise, and nuisance to the surrounding area, including but not limited to

- Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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bottling plants, breweries, dairy products plant, malt manufacturing or processing plant, fish
curing, smoking, or drying, cereal manufacturing, liquor distillery, manufacturing of felt or
shoddy, processing of hair or products derived from hair, pickles, sauerkraut, vinegar, yeast,
soda or soda compounds, meat products, and fish oil. This use does not include the
processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating conditions outlined in Section

202.2(d).

Agricultural Foeod Fiber-and Beverage Processing 2._An Industrial Use that involves the

processing of feed-stuffs-agricultural groducis fbers; and beverages with a high potential for

noxious fumes, noise, and nuisance to the surrounding area, including but not limited to a

flour mill;; sugar refinery;; manufacturer of cannabis products or extracts that are derived by using

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 7—Manufacturer 2, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10); and facility for wool pulling or scouring.
This use does not include the processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating

conditions outlined in Section 202.2(d).

Agriculture. A Use Category that includes Industrial Agriculture, Neighborhood Agriculture,

and Large-Scale Urban Agriculture-ard-Greenkouse.

Agriculture, IndustrialGreenkouse. An Agricultural use that involves the cultivation of plants

for wholesale sales or industrial usesinside-a glass-building._This use includes, but is not limited to,

plant nurseries and cannabis cultivation operations, and is subject to the location and operating

conditions listed in Section 202.2(c). For the cultivation of cannabis, this definition includes all

cultivation pursuant to state license types that allow for indoor and/or mixed—lizht cultivation with up

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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o ” b it Section-136(ex22)-of this Code

Agriculture, Large-Scale Urban. An Agricultural Use that is characterized by the use of
land for the production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, e# donated, or

otherwise not used or consumed by the operator of the premises that occur: (a) on a plot of land

one acre or larger or (b) on smaller parcels that cannot meet the physical and operational
standards for Neighborhood Agriculture. This use is subject to location and operational

conditions outlined in Section202.2(c) efthis-Codeand does not include any cannabis-related use

or any other agricultural activities, including the cultivation of cannabis for personal use.

Agriculture, Neighborhood. An Agricultural Use that occupies léss than one acre for the
production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, or donated and complies with
the controls and standards herein. The use includes, but is not limited to, home, kitchen, and
roof gardens. Farms that qualify as Neighborhood Agricu’ltural #Use may include, but are not
limited to, community gardens, community-supported agriculture, market gardens, and

private farms. Neighborhood Agricultural #Use may be principal or accessory use. This use

is subject to location and operational conditions outlined in Section 202.2(c)-of#his-Codeand

does not include any cannabis-related use or any other agricultural activities, including the

cultivation of cannabis for personal use.

* % %k *

Cannabis Retail. A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and

cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale or provision of cannabis

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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establishment may only be operated by the holder of (a) a valid license from the State of California

(License Type 10—Retailer, as defined in Calz'fobrnz'a Business and Professions Code, Division 10)

and (b) a valid permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and

location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(q).

* Kk % *

Industrial Use. A Use Category continuing the following uses: Agricultural and Beverage

Processing 1 and 2, Automobile Wrecking, Automobile Assembly, FeodFiber-andBeverage
Processing-1-and-2-Grain Elevator, Hazardous Waste Facility, Junkyard, Livestock
Processing 1 and 2, Heavy Manufacturing 1, 2, and 3, Light Manufacturing, Metal Working,

Power Plant, Ship Yard, Storage Yard, Volatile Materials Storage, and Truck Terminal,
Laboratory. A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for
scientific research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized
facilities and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light
Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of laboratories include the following:

(a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory;

(b) Engineering laboratory;

(c) Development laboratory;

(d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease
Control (CDC) and National Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2,
or Biosafety level 3;

(e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as
Animal Biosafety level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3;

(f) Support laboratory;

| (g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; and

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(h) Core laboratory-; and

(i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as

deﬁned in California Business and Professions Code, Division 10).

* * % %

Manufacturing, Light. An Industrial Use that provides for the fabrication or production of
goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for resale off the
premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or processing of previously
prepared materials. Light m'anufacturing uses iﬁclude production and custom activities |
usually involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication
or production activities, as may be deﬁnéd by the Standard Industrial Classification Code
Manual as light manufacturing uses:

(@) Food processing;

(b) Apparel and other garment products;

(c) Furniture and fixtures;

(d) Printing and publishing of bqoks or newspapers;

(e) Leather products;

() Pottery;

‘ (g9) Glass-blowing;
(h) Commercial laundry, rug cleaning, and dry cleaning facility; e
(i) Measuring, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical, and

optical goods; watches and clocks:; or

(i) _Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without the use of

volatile organic cqmpounds ' (any use requiring License Type 6—Manufacturer 1, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10).

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Svheehy .
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It shall not include Trade Shop, 4gricultural and Beverage Processing 1 or 2, or Heavy
Manufacturing 1, 2, or 3. This use is subject to the location and operation controls in

Section 202.2(d).

*k K % *®

 Medical Cannabis Dispensary. An Institutional Healthcare Use that is either (a) a

cooperative or collective operating under the authority of a permit issued by the Director of Health

under Article 33 of the Health Code, or (b) a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer as defined in Police Code

Section 1602. A Medical Cannabis Dispensary Used@%e&d—heﬁeeﬁmﬁé@%@—efﬁkeﬁ&n#an&z&ee
Hea#k«@ede%ek is permitted only if it meets the conditions listed in Section 202.2(e).

* * % *

Service, Parcel Delivery. A Non-Retail Automotive Use limited to facilities for the
unloading, sorting, and reloading of local retail merchandise for keme deliveries, including but

not limited to cannabis and cannabis products, where the operation is conducted entirely within

a completely enclosed building, including garage facilities for local delivery trucks, but
excluding repair shop facilities. Where permitted in PDR Districts, this use is not required to
be operated within a completely enclosed building.

Wholesale Sales. A Non-Retail Sales and Service Use that exclusively provides goods or

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes

cannabis distribution (any use requiring License Type 11—Distributor, as defined in California

Business and Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not include a nonaccessory storage

warehouse.

I *

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.

* k% *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Table 145.4

Reference for
Commercial,
Neighborhood
Commercial, and
Residential- Commercial

_Districts

Reference for Mixed Use

Districts

Use

* kK ®

* % % %

10

Cannabis Retail

* x %k %

* % % %

SECTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO CANNABIS

RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS.

(a) An establishment that either holds a valid permit from the Dégartment of Public Health - »

fo operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as of the effective date of the ordinance in Board File

No. ' PPH-Permitted-MED™ or that submitted a complete application for such

a permit by July 20, 2017 and receives such a permit from the Department.of Public Health

(“Grandfathered MCD") shall be deemed a Cannabis Retail Use on January 1, 2018 or on

the date it receives its permit from the Department of Public Health, whichever is later.-may

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 8




W 00 ~N O O A L N =

: N N a2 a4 sd s a2 = A A A oA

(b) A BPH-PemmittedGrandfathered MCD converting to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant to

this Section 190 is not subject to the locational restrictions for Cannabis Retail set forth in Section

{dXe)dll other applications for a change of use from a PPH-Permitted-MCDBMedical

Cannabis Dispensary Use o a Cannabis Retail Use shall be subject to the zoning controls for the

district in which the PPH-Permitted-MEBMedical Cannabis Dispensary is located.
{e)}(fd) This Section 190 shall expire by operation of law on January 1, 2020. Upon its

expiration, the City Attorney shall cause this Sectioh 190 to be removed from the Planning Code.

SEC. 202.2. LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS.
(a) Retail Sales and Service Uses. The Retail Sales and Service Uses listed below

shall be subject to the corresponding conditions:

* % % %

(5) Cannabis Retail. A Cannabis Retail establishment must meet all of the following

conditions:

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy )
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(A) A Cannabis Retail establishment must apply for a permit from the Office of

Cannabis pursuant to Article 16 of the Police Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning

Department.

(B) The parcel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located within

a 60014000800-foot radius of a parcel containing an existing School, public or private, unless a

State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that different radius shall apply.

shall require Conditional Use authorization if there are more than two other existing
Cannabis Retail establishments or Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, in any combihation!

within a 4;,8600600-foot radius of the proposed site. There shall be no minimum radiys from a

Cannabis Retail Use to an existing day care center or youth center unless a State licensing authority

specifies a minimum radius, in which case that minimum radius shall apply.

(C) Cannabis may be consumed of smoked on site pursuant to
authorizagion by the City’s Ofﬁce of Cannabis as applicable.

* % % %

(c) Agriculture Use. The Agricultural Uses listed below shall be subject to the
corresponding conditions:

(1) Agricultural Uses,__Gaz__e_?a_l. '

Any plot of land that exceeds 1,000: square feet and is newly‘established shall comply
with the applicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 63. Pursuént to
Section 63.6.2(b) of the Administrative Code, no permit for any site where the modified land
area exceeds 1,000 square feet shall be issued until the General Manager of the Public

Utilities Commission has approved the applicable landscape project documentation.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy )
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* * * %

(3) Industrial Agriculture.

Cannabis must only be grown within an enclosed structure.

(d) Industrial Uses. The Industrial and PDR uses listed below shall be subject to
the corresponding conditions:
(1) Heavy Manufacturing 1, Metal Working, and Agricultural Feed;,Eiber;
and Beverage Processing 1 and 2. These uses are required to operate within a
completely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or exits required by
law, within 50 feet of any R District; No noise, vibration, or unhéalthful emissions shall
extend beyond the premises of the use.
% % %
(e) Institutional Uses. The Institutional Uses listed below shall be subject to the
corresponding conditions:
(1) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Medical Cannabis Dispensaryies Uses
are required to meet all of the folldwing conditions:
(A) 4 Medicél Cannabis Dispensary Use shall apply for a permit from
the Department-of Publie- HealthOffice of Cannabis pursuant to Seetion3304Article 16 of the San
Fraﬂéisee HealthPolice Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning Department.

(B) The parcel containing the Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall

not be located within a 6004800600-foot radius offess than1-000-feetfom a parcel containing

Following=an existing School, public or private,-or-aPublic Facility-Community- Facilityor-Private
Community-Faeility: unless a State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that

different radius shall apply. In addition, the-parcel-containing-the-Medical-Cannabis

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy )
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Retailer-has-beenissued-a Medical Cannabis Dispensary shall require Conditional Use

authorization if there are more than two other existing Cannabis Retail establishments or

" Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, in any combination, within a 4,800600—foot radius of the

proposed site. There shall be no minimum radius from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use to an

existing day care center or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum

radius, in which case that minimum radius shall apply. Smeking-en-the-premises-of-a-Medical

nnah Nichan ut a ln ad within 7000600 faet o h

be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of Canhabis

as applicable.

* % * *

(h) Cdnnabis-Related Uses. Except as otherwise specified in the Code, there shall be no

minimum radius from a cannabis-related Use to an existing School, public or private; day care

center; or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case

that minimum radius shall apply.

SEC. 204.3. ACCESSORY USES FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLINGS IN C, RC, M,
AND PDR DISTRICTS. '

(a) Commercial,-andResidential-Commercial, Districts-PDR, and M Districts. Neo-use

shall bepermitted-as-aAn adccessory #Use to a lawful pPrincipal or eConditional #Use ir-any

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Commereied-or-Restdential-Commercial Distriet-whieh is subject toinvelves-or-requires-ary-of the

following limitations:

(1) Floor Area Limitations. The-use-of more-An Accessory Use cannot occupy more

than one-third of the total floor area occupied by such use, any additional accessory uses, and

the pﬂrincipal or eConditional #Use to which it is accessory, except in the case of accessory
off-street parking or loading;. e

(2) Noise and Vibration Limitations. Any noise, vibration, or unhealthful

emissions may not extendizg beyond the premises of the use.

(3) Limitations on Cannabis Retail Accessory Uses. The sale of cannabis as an

accessory use is subject to any applicable limitations or regulations imposed by the Office of

Cannabis. Cannabis Retail is not permitted as an Accessory Use unless the Cannabis Retail

establishment holds a permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis specifically permitting Cannabis

Retail accessory to another activity on the same premises.

(b) PDR and M Districts Specific Controls. No-use-shall-be-permiticd-as-an-accessory-use

it Ba-0 orcitiana a-719 433 DIYD A~ AL TYyofy s z oA
7 b b > Z z 4 2

leading-Multiple PDR uses within a single building or development may combine their

accessory retail allotment into one or more shared retail spaces, provided that the total
allotment of accessory retail space per use does not exceed what otherwise would be
permitted by this Section_204.3.

(c) C, M, and PDR Districts Specific Controls. An antenna or a microwave or satellite

dish shall be permitted in, C, M, and PDR Districts, except PDR-1-B Districts, without regard

to the height of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish and without regard to the

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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ﬁroximity of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish to any R District, if the following
requirements are met: '

‘ (1) the antenna or dish will be used for the reception of indoor wireless,
microwave, radio, satellite, or television broadcasts for the exclusive benefit of the residents
or occupants in the building on which the facility is placed; anrd

(2) the antenna or dish is an accessory use to a lawful principal or conditional
use-; and

(3) the antenna or dish shall comply with any applicab|e' design review criteria,
including but not limited to any applicable design review criteria contained in the Wireless

Telecommunications Services Facility Siting Guidelines.

* % % %

SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS.

* k k %

Table 209.1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS

Zoning Category § References RH-1(D) RH-1 RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3

* % % %

Agricultural Uses* 8§ 102, 202.2(c) C C C C C
Aoriculture, Industrial 8§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP NP NP
Agriculture, ‘

‘ 8§ 102,2022(c)| - P P P P P
Neighborhood

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 209.2. RM (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED) DISTRICTS.

* % % *

Table 209.2
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS

Zoning Category § References  RM-1 RM-2 RM-3 RM-4

* * % %

Agricultural Use Category

Agricultural Uses* §§ 102, 202.2(c) C C C - C
Aericulture, Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP NP
Agriculture,

§§ 102, 202.2(c) P P P P
Neighborhood
* * % *

SEC. 210.3. PDR DISTRICTS.
* * * %
Table 210.3
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR PDR DISTRICTS

Zoning § References | PDR-1-D PDR-1-B PDR-1-G PDR-2

Category

* % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

* ® % #

Agricultural Use Category

Agricultural | §§ 102,
P P P P
Uses* 202.2(c)
Agriculture,
- 18102 c G C G
Industrial
Industrial Use Category
*® %k % %
Agricultural
Food Fiber
. ' §§ —1 021
and NP P P P
202.2(d)
Beverage
Processing 1
| Agricultural
Food Fiber
§§-102,
and : NP C C C
202.2(d)
Beverage ‘
Processing 2

Institutional Use Category

® %k % %

* % % %

* % % %

* % ® %

* % % %

® % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical §§ 102, NPP (1) NPP (10) NPP (9) MNPP (1)
Cannabis 202.2(e)

Dispensary

® % k * * ® % % * ok ok % * % * % * ok k% * % % %

Sales and Service Category

'Retail Sales
‘ §§ 102, '
and Service P (1) P (10) P (9) P (1)
202.2(a)
Uses*
* * % * * * * % * * * * * * % * * * % * * % % *
Cannabis Retail 102 P )2l P (10)21) P 9)21) P)l)
202.2(a)
* * % * * & % % * * * * * * * * * * * * * *® * *

¥ % % %

(21) Cannabis Retail is only permitted where (a) the Cannabis Retail establishment holds a valid

Cannabis Microbusiness permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis, and (b) the Cannabis Retail Use

occupies no more than 1/3 of the total floor area occupied by the PDR and Cannabis Retail Uses on

the premises.
SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES.

(#v) Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. The purpose of this Section is to ensure
that all HOME-SF Projects under Section 206.3 and all Analyzed State Density Bonus
Program Projects under Section 206.5 are reviewed in coordination with priority processing
available for certain projects with greater levels of affordable housing. While most projects in
the Program will likely be somewhat larger than their surroundings in order to facilitate

higher levels of affordable housing, the Planning Commission and Department shall ensure

Mayor L_ee; Supervisor Sheehy
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that each project is consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and
any other applicable design guidelines, as adopted and periodically amended by the
Planning Commission, so that projects respond to their surrounding context, while still
meéting the City’s affordable housing goals.

(2) Exceptions. This subsection (v#)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed
projects. As a component of the review process under this Section 303(v¢), the Planning
Commission may grant minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for
bélow, in addition to the development bonuses granted to the project}in Section 206.3(d).
Such exceptions, howevér, should only be granted to allow building mass to appropriately
shift to respond to surrounding context, and only when the Planning Commission finds that
such modifications: (1) do not substantially reduce or increase the overall 'Building envelope
permitted by the Program under Sections 206.3; and (2) are consistent with the Affordable
Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. These exceptions may include:

(F) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection (v)(2),
modification of other Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit
Dévelopment (as set forth in Sectioﬁ 304), irrespective of the zoning district fn which the
property is located.

(3) Additional Criteria. In addition to the critéria set forth in subsection (c)(2),

the Planning Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met:

* Kk % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(F) whether any existing commercial or retail uses has been
designated, or is eligible to be designated, as a Legacy Business under Administrative Code
Ssection 2A.242; or is a formula retail business.

* * K %

(w) Cannabis Retail.

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in

addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the

oeographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the concentration of

Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensary Uses within the general proximity of the

proposed Cannabis Retail Use, the balance of other goods and services available within the

oeneral proximity of the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure 1o

cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed measures to

counterbalance any such increase.

(x) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries.

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Medical Cannabis
Dispensary Use, bin addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the

Commission shall consider the concentration of Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis

Dispensary Uses within the g' eneral groxirﬁig the proposed Medical Cénnabis Disgenségv

Use,
SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES.

(© "Retail Sales or Service Activity or Retail Sales or Service Establishment.”
For the purposes of this Section 303.1, a retail sales or service activity or retail sales or
service establishment shall include the following uses, whether functioning as a principal or

accessory use, as defined in Articles 1, 2, 7, and 8 of this Code:

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* * % *

Tourist Oriented Gift Store §§ 102, 890.39;-and
Non-Auto Vehicle Sa.les or Rental §§ 102, 830.69-; and
Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 890.125.

* % % %

SECTION 312. PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR ALL NC AND EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

* * % *

(c) Changes of Use.

(1) NC Districts. In NC Districts, all building permit applications for a change of

- use to, or the establishment of, the following uses shall be subject to the provisions of subsection

312(d) except as stated below:

ar-Adult Business;
Bar,— .

Cannabis Retail

Child Care Facility;
General Entertainment .
Group Housing;

Limited Restaurant;
Liquor Store;

Restenaant

Massage Establishment;

Medical Cannabis Dispensary
Nighttime Entertainment;
Outdoor Activity Area;

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Post-Secondary Educational Institution;

Private Community Facility;

Public Community Facility;

Religious Instivtution,—

Residential Care Facility;

Restaurant

School;

Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment; o#

Trade Schoolskall be-subject-to-the provisions-of Subsection 31 2(d);
provided—hkHowever, that-a change of use from a Restaurant to a Limited-Restaurant shall
not be subject to the provisions of subsection 312(d). In addition, any accessory massage
use in the Ocean Avenue Néighborhood Commercial Transit District shall be subject to the
provisions of subsection 312(d).

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Districts. In all REB-and-Eastern Neighborhoods

Mixed Use Districts all building permit applications for a change of use from any one land

use category to another land use category or for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail or

Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of Ssubsection 312(d). For

the purposes of this subsection (c), "land use category" shall mean those categories used to
organ'ize the individual land uses which appear in the use tables in Article 8, immediately

preceding a group of individual land uses, and-ineludetheincluding but not limited to the

following: Residential Use;; Institutional Use;; Retail Sales and Service Use;; adssembly,

Recreation, 4rts and Entertainment Use;; Office Use;; Live/Work Units Use;; mMotor »Vehicle

sServices #Use;; Vehicle Parking Use;; Industrial_Use;; RHome and #Business sService Use;;

or eQther wUse.

* & * %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 703. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS.

(d) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in Sections 204.1
(Accessory Usés for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.4 (Dwelling Units Acceésory
to Other Uses), and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code,
Accessory Uses as defined in Section 102 shall be permitted when located on the same lot.
Any use that does not dualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal or
Conditional #Use unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.4 of
this Code.

No Use will be considered accessory to a permitted Principal or Conditional Use that

involves or requires any of the following:

* kK %

(9) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in Section 204.3(a)(3).

* * Kk %

SEC. 710. NC-1 — NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT.
Table 710. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % % %

Zoning Category § References Controls

* % % % * % Kk %  * % %

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES Controls by Story

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102, NP NP NP

202.2(c)

Industrigl

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, NP&)(6) NP(6) NP
202.2(e)

(54) C required for 7 or more persons.

(63) C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facility.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(6) C in Supervisorial District 4.

SEC. 711. NC-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* * % *

Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-2
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

ok kK

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

* % * %

*® k % %

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES

* % % %

Controls by Story

GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial

NP NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary

§§ 102,
202.2(€)

* * * ok

* % % *

* % % % EC B S

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail $3 102, 202(a) C C NP
* * * * * * * * %* * * * * * * * *

* % * %

SEC. 712. NC-3 — MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

Industrial

Greenhousedgriculture,

NP

NP

NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

§§ 102, 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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§$ 102, 202.2(a)

* % % %

* % K K

SEC. 713. NC-S —~ NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT.

Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References |

Controls

Controls by Story

2nd

* * %k %

3rd+

GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial

NP

Medical Cannabis

Diépensary

§§ 102, 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* . % k * * * %k * * % L *

SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category Controls

§ References

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

. GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary

§§ 102,
202.2(e)

DR

NPDR

NP

§¢ 102, 202.2(a)

* * % %

SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* % * *

Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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§§ 102, DR
202.2(e)

SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Greenhousedgriculture, §§102,

202.2(c) NP NP NP

Industrial

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§102, DR : NPDR NP
202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * ® * * * * * * * * *

Cannabis Retail 102 C C NP
202.2(a)

* * +* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . A
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GreenhouseAgriculture,

§§ 102,

Industrial

202.2(c) NP NP NP

* % % %

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR

Dispensary

$$102, 202.2(a) | C 1 C NP

* % % * * * %k % * * ® K * Kk * % * * k%

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category ' § References

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Conols

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* % %k % * * * % L * * % * % * k% % %

GreenhouseAgriculture, §§ 102,

202.2(c) NP NP NP

Indusirial

§§ 102, DR

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
‘Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

% k%

Zoning Category Controls

§ References

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

NP

NP NP

§§ 102,

SEC. 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL

DISTRICT.

* % * %

Table 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* * * *

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

202.2(c)

GreenhouseAgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR&.(1) DR (1) DR&.(1)
202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail 102 c() c(1) NP
202.2(a)
* * * * * E . * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(1) No more than three Medical Cannabis Disgénsaries or Cannabis Retail Uses, in any

combination, shall be permitted at any given time.
(242) OFF-SALE LIQUOR ESTABLISHMENTS

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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Controls:

(a) New Liquor Store uses with Type 20 or Type 21 ABC licenses are not permitted
in the district; provided, however, that any use within the District with an existing Type 20 or
Type 21 ABC license may obtain a new license, if required by the ABC, after it has been
closed tem.porari|y for repair, renovation, remodeling, or reconstruction.

(b) Liquor Store uses may relocate within the district with Conditional Use
authorization.

(c) General Grocery, Specialty Grocery, and Liquor Store uses with off-sale alcohol
licenses shall observe the following good neighbor policies:

() Liquor establishments shall provide outside lighting in a manner sufficient

- to illuminate street and sidewalk areas and adjacent parking, as appropﬁate to maintain

security, without disturbing area residences;

(i) Advertisements in windows and clear doors are not permitted, and no
more than 25% Qf the square footage of the windows and clear doors of liquor
establishments shall bear signage of any sort, and all signage shall be placed and
maintained in a manner that ensures that law enforcement personnel have a clear and
unobstructed view of the interior of the premises, including the area in which the cash
registers are maintained, from the exterior public sidewalk or entrance to the premises.
(323) FRINGE FINANCIAL SERVICE RESTRICTED USE DISTRICT (FFSRUD)
Boundaries: The FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer includes, but is ndt limited to, properties -
within the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District.

Controls: Within the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial services are NP
pursuant to Section 249.35. Outside the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial
services are P subject to the restrictions set forth in Section 249.35((:)(3).

(434) C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facility.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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SEC. 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* L *

Table 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, NPDR NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * L * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail 102 C C NP
202.2(a) 7

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* k 0k %

* % % %

* * % %

* % % %

* % % *

SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* ok %k *

Table 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* %k % 0%

Zoning Category

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§ References

Controls

§§ 102,
202.2(e)

* * * %

* % * %

Cannabis Retail

99 102, 202.2(a)

* * * %

L S .

* k * 0k

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Greenhonsedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial

202.2(c) NP NP NP

§§ 102, DR

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail 102
202.2(a

I
(@
=

*
*
£
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§§ 102,
202.2(c) NP NP NP

Greerhousedgriculture,

Industrial

s§102, |DR
202.2(e)

* * % % % % % * * Kk % * * % % ¥ k% ok %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail §8§102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* * Kk % * % - %* * * % % % * % % * * * 2k %

SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zonng Cegory § Refrnces - Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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98102, 202.2(a) | C C

* * %k % * * % % * % % % * * % % * %

SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* % * *

Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP

NP NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary

9¢ 102, 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail $§102,202.2(a) | C C NP

*® * k% * k% * * * Kk * L A S * * * *

SEC. 728. 24TH STREET — NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 728. 24TH STREET — NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category | § References ~ Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

_Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR NBDR NP
Dispensary

Cannabis Retail 6$ 102, 202.2(a) | C [ NP

 * * %  k % % * ok Kk % * % % X * ® x %

SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category | § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis §§ 102, C NEC NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * * * * % * * * * * * * * * * * &% * *

Cannabis Retail 102 C C NP
202.2(a)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * L3 *

SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category | § References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

NP

NP

NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

§§ 102,
202.2(e)

$$102, 202.2(a)

* % * %

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* 0k % %

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Controls
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GreenhounseAgriculture,

Industrial

§§102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§102, 202.2(e) | C NPC NP
Dispensary

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §§102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * : * * *  *x * *® * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT..
Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

§ References

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, C NEC NP

Dispensary 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

 ® Kk %k . * k% * * k * %k * % % % * * k%

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMM‘ERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 7

Zoning Category § References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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GreenhouseAgriculture,

Industrial

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

Cannabis Retail §§102,202.2(a) | C C NP

* % * % * % % % * K % % L S * kK %

* % % *

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL-DISTRICT.
Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

§ References

Zoning Category
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, C NPC NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail 88102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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21
22
23
24
25
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Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 750. NCT-1 — NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT.
Table 750. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT NCT-1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, PRNP NP NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

L * * * % k 0k % % * % * %k L S

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | NP NP NP

L * L S * k * % * ok x * 0k % *

SEC. 751. NCT-2 — SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

DISTRICT.

Table 751. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-
2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls-

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP ‘ NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

§§ 102,
202.2(e)

DR

NPDR

NP

99 102, 202.2(a)

* % % *

SEC. 752. NCT-3 — MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

DISTRICT.

* %* % &

Table 752. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL

TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-3 ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

* % %

Controls

*

Greenhouse-Agriculture

Industrial

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

NP

NP

NP

* *® kK

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 57




o W 0 N O oA N -

. N N N — - -l - — [ L § — —_ -

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail $§102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

* % % %

SEC. 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

* x Kk %

Table 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

Greenhouse-4 gzicultufe,

Industrial

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

NP

NP

NP

Maybr Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* * K % . * K % *  x k% ® 0k % % * K * ok

SEC. 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, |DR NEDR NP

Dispensary . 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail §8102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* K K x * * 2k % * %k * Ok * * % % * % % %

SEC. 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category | § References " Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, | §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* % % % * Kk * * * % % % % % % ¥ K K =%

SEC. 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture,
Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis

§§ 102, 202.2(e) |DR NPDR | NP
Dispensary

Cannabis Retail $§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

I
1
I

I

I
1
I
1l
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SEC. 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

* % * *

Table 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture,

Industrial

§§ 102,

§¢ 102, 202.2(a) | C C ' NP

* ® % % * % % % * % % % . * * % %

Méyor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 7568. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture,
Industrial §§102,2022(c) |NP NP NP

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Medical Cannabis §§ 102 202.2(e) DR DR NP
Dispensary .

Cannabis Retail §8§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP

* 0k k% * * % % * % % % 1 * ® * % * % k *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT.
Table 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial : 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR ANPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e) |

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202.2(a) | C C | np

* % * % * % % % ¥ % * % * * % % * * ok %

SEC. 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls

Greerhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR ANPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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§8102.2022a) | C c NP

* % * * * % % % * % % % * Kk % % * * * %

SEC. 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Zoning Category

G%ee%keuse—flgziculture, §§ 102,

202.2(c) NP NP NP

Industrial

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR

Dispensary

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail §§102,202.2(a) | C C NP

*® % % % * k* ® % | * * % % * * k% * % % %

SEC. 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture,
Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

* * % % 7 * k % % * % % % * % * % * k % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR NPDR | NP

Dispensary

$¢ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP

* % % % % % % * % % * * % k% %

SEC. 763. 24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT.
Table 763. 24TH STREET -MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* * % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR

Dispensary

98 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* % Kk ok . * % % % * * K % * * Kk % * k % %

SEC. 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT.

Table 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,

Industrial ' 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §8102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * % * * * * * * L3 * * * *

SEC. 803.2. USES PERMITTED IN CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
TABLE 803.2 USE CATEGORIES PERMITTED IN THE
CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS

Section Number
" No. Zoning Control Categories for Uses of Use
Definition
803.2.75 Cannabis Retail $890.125
* * * * * * ok * * * % %

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts are either permitted,

conditional, accessory, temporary, or are not permitted.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(1) Permitted Uses. All permitted uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts shall
be conducted within an enclosed building, unless otherwise specifically allowed in this Code.
Exceptions from this requirement are: accessory off-street parking and loading; uses which,
when located outside of a building, qualify as an outdoor activify area, as defined in Section
890.71 of this Code; Neighborhood Agriculture, as defined in Section 102 of this Code;
Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility, as defined in Section 102 of this Code; and
uses which by their nature are to be conducted in an open lot or outside a building, as
described in Sections 890 through 890.140 of this Code. If there are two or more useé ina
structure and none is classified under Section 803.2(b)(1)(C) of this Code as accessory,
then each of these uses will be considered separately as an independent permitted,
conditional, temporary, or not permitted use.

©) Acceésory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R Districts) and 204.5 (Parking and
Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, a related minor use which is either necessary to
the operation or enjoyment of a lawful pPrincipal #Use or eConditional #Use or is
appropriate, incidental, and subordinate to any such use, shall be permitted in Chinatown
Mixed Use Districts as an a4ccessory #Use when located on the same lot. Any #Use not
qualified as an edccessory #Use shall only be allowed as a pPrincipal or eConditional #Use,
unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.2 of this Code.

No use in a Chinatown Mixed Use District will be considered accessory to a
pPrincipal #Use which involves or requires any of the following:

* % % *

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

Section 204.3(a)(3).

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* * * *

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE
DISTRICTS AND SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts and South
of Market Mixed Use Districts are either Principally Ppermitted, Conditional, Accessory,
temporary, or are not permittéd )

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not
classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1)(C) of this Code as adccessory will be considered
separately as an independent permitted, eConditional, temporary or not permitted use.

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in
Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory
Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts);, 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to
Other Uses), and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an
accessory use is a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or
enjoyment of a lawful pPrincipal #Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental, and
subordinate to any such use, and shall be permitted as an e4ccessory #Use in an Eastern

Neighborhoods Mixed Use District and South of Market Mixed Use District. In order to

. accommodate a pPrincipal #Use which is carried out by one business in multiple locations

within the same general area, such a4ccessory #Use need not be located in the same
structuré or lot as its pPrincipal #Use provided that (1) the a4ccessory #Use is located within
1,000 feet of the pPrincipal #Use; and (2) the multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990-¢the
effective-date-of this-amendment). adccessory #Uses to non-office uses (as defined in Section

890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the pPrincipal

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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#Use so long as t‘he aAcceséory #Use is located in the same building as the pPrincipal #Use
and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such aé_cceésory ulses. .Any use which
does not qualify as an a4ccessory #Use shall be classified as a pPrincipal #Use.

~No use will be copsidered accessory to a pPrincipal #Use which involves or requires
any of the following:

* % % %

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

Section 204.3(a)(3).

* * % K

SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT.
Table 810
CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Chinatown Community Business
No. , ’ § References
Category Controls by Story
1st 2nd 3rd+

Retail Sales and Services

I R k  k k 0% * k% % i % % % % * % %

75 Cannabis Retail| §§ 202.2(a), 890.125

@
10

* * % % * 2k % % * & % % k k k% * Kk k%

* % % %

SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Table 811

CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* * * %

No.

Zoning

Category

§ References

Chinatown Visitor Retail Controls by Story

1st

2nd

3rd+

Retail Sales and Services

k k k%

* k% *

EEE S

L ] * %

x k% *

, .1 $§202.2(a),
.75 | Cannabis Retail $00.125 C C
SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Kk * Kk

Table 812

CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* * % ok

No.

Zoning

Category

§ References

Chinatown Residential Neighborhood
Commercial Controls by Story

1st

2nd

3rd+

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Retail Sales and Services

x & k&

* %

* * % %

B A

IR . R

x 0k ¥ *

.75 | Cannabis Retail

890.125

¢¢ 202.2(a),

I3

k Kk

* *

o3 * % %

* * * %

e % %

[ * % %

* k% *

SEC. 813. RED — RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT.

* * * *

~ Table 813
RED — RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Residential

Enclave Controls

* * * *

Other Uses

& * * *

k Kk ok %

k k 0k *

[ * % %

813.71

Creenhionse-or-Plant Nursery

Indusirial Agriculture

§ 227a)102

NP

x % * K

* % % %

* 2k 0k %

* * % %

813.74A

Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 102356

813.74B

Large-Scale Urban Agriculture

§ 102:35%)

NP

x * *x %

x * % %

® * x  %

* * * %

* 0k % *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 814. SPD — SOUTH PARK DISTRICT.

* Kk % *

Table 814

SPD — SOUTH PARK DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

South Park District Controls

k * Kk %

% * * *

* * * %

% % %

Retail Sales and Services

814.31

All Retail Sales and
Services, Except for
Bars,and Liquor

Stores and Cannabis

Retail

5§ 102, 890.104,
890.116

P up to 5,000 sf per lot

ud * % *

% * % *

* X * *

o S N 3

814.75

Cannabis Retail

§§ 202.2(a), 890.125

C up to 5,000 sfper lot

ol * * *

* % % %

* % % %

[ * % *

| Other Uses

* * * *

k % % %

[ x® % %

bk k% %

814.74A

Greenhouse-or-Plant
Neesersy-Industrial

Agriculture

§ 2279102

NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Agriculture

Neighborhood

814.74B § 102:35¢2) P
Agriculture
Large-Scale Urban .

814.74C ‘ § 102:35@) C

* % 0k K

% * k%

* * % %

e3 * * *

* ok % %

SEC. 815. RSD — RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT.

*  ® * %

Table 815
RSD — RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZQNING CONTROL TABLE

No.| Zoning Category

§ References

Residential/Service
Mixed Use District Controls

k k 0k %

Retail Sales and Sei'vices

All Retail Sales and Services which are not Office
Uses or prohibited by § 803.4, including Bars, S$ 102, P, pursuant to
815.31
Limited-Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis Retail {890.104 § 803.8(c) .
and Personai Services
Other Uses
815.74A |Greenhouse-or-Plant Nursery-Industrial Agriculture 1§ 2270102 NP
815.74B |Neighborhood Agriculture § 10235 |P
815.74C [Large-Scale Urban Agriculture § 102:35¢) |C

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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3 * * %

* % % %

LI A

*

* * *

SEC. 816. SLR — SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT.

*

* * *

Table 816

SLR - SERVICEILIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USED DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Servicel/Light
Industrial/
Residential Mixed
Use

District Controls

*

* * *

Retail Sales and Services

816.31

All Retail Sales and Services which are
not Office Uses or prohibited by
§ 803.4, including Bars, Limited-

Réstaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis

Retail, and Personal Services

§$ 102, 890.104

P

3 * * %

E L 3

[ % * *

Other Uses

3 * * *

x % % %

I * %

816.74A

Greenhouse-or-Plant Nursery-Industrial

Agriculture

§ 227102

NP

816.74B

Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 102:35(

Mayor Lee;

Supervisor Sheehy
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816.74C|Large-Scale Urban Agriculture § 1‘02§§(b71 C

* * % % . x Kk k% ’ x %k * k

* k% Kk %

SEC. 817. SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

0k 0k %

Table 817

SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

. Service/Light Industrial
No. Zoning Category |§ References

District Controls

x * K Kk K * % LI S A 3 k x % %

Retail Sales and Services

All Retail Sales and
Services which are not
Office Uses or
brohibited by § 803.4,
817.31 |ncluding Bars,  [3S702, 890.104P
Limited—Reétaurants,
Restaurants, Cannabis

Retail, and Personal

Services
£ * * * [* * * E3 e * * * . * % * *
Other Uses
x * * * |% * L3 * 3 * * * * * * .k

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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817.7T4A WNursers-Industrial

Agriculture

8227102

‘ Neighborhood
817.74B
Agriculture

§ 102-35¢)

Large-Scale Urban
817.74C
Agriculture

§ 102:35¢%)

e * * * * ® % *

% * Kk %

* * % *

* * % *

SEC. 818. SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT.

* % * %

Table 818

SSO — SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No. Zoning Category

§ References

Service/Secondary Office

District Controls

* % * * % * %k %

x x % %

x % Kk %

Retail Sales and Services

818.31 Office Uses or

All Retail Sales and

Services which are not

prohibited by § 803.4,

including Bars, Limited-

§¢ 102, 890.104 |P

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Restaurants,
Restaurants, Cannabis

Retail, and Personal .

© 00 ~N O g A W N

Services

Other Uses
CGreenhouse-or-Plant

818.74A  Mawsery-Industrial § 227(e)102 P
Agriculture '
Neighborhood

818.74B § 102-35¢a) P
Agriculture

Large—Scéle Urban
818.74C § 10235 C
Agriculture

I S CE S S L . * 2k 0k 0k

* * * %

SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

* % * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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MUG — MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Table 840

No. Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use-General District Controls

3 * % *

Institutions

[* * x %

o * * *

x * %k %

LI

840.36

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

§ 890.133

[ * % %

E *k %k

3  k 0k

* % * *

Retail Sal

es and Services

k k 0k %

3 * L

I* * * %

* Kk 0k ok

840.52

Cannabis Retail

¢$ 202.2(a),
890.125

C. Subject to size controls in Section 840.45.

% * % *

v * k%

L R S

* * % %

AIndustrial

, Home, and Business Service

x K * %

x * % %

* * * %

L ® %

Non-Retail Greenhouse

840.87 |orPlantNursery § 227a)102 P
Industrial Agriculture

Other Uses

x * K* %

ud * Kk %

* * % *

k k  k %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Agriculture -

Neighborhood

840.97B § 10235tz P
Agriculture
lL.arge-Scale Urban

840.97C § 102:35¢6) C

£ . * %

* % %

* %* % %

x Kk Kk %

L A

SEC. 841. MUR — MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

* %

* %

Table 841

MUR — MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.  [7oning Category

§ Mixed Use-
References| Residential
District Controls

kd *® 0k Ok

Institutions

. % * %

ud L

x k k%

K * * %

841.36

Medical Cannabis Dispensary

§ 890.133

NP

* k k%

% * % *

* %X K %

ok * * *

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

* % % %

x * * %

ik % k%

L % k%

841.87

Non-Retail-Greenhounse-or-Plant-Nursery

Industrial Agriculture

§ 2274102

P

Other Uses

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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* Kk k%

% * * %

LI

ud * K *

841.97B

Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 102:35(2)

P

841.97C

Large-Scale Urban Agriculture

C

x * k%

LI A

§ 102:35(8)

% * k%

% * * *

k k Kk %

SEC. 842. MUO — MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

*  *

* *

Table 842
MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE
No - § Mixed Use-Office
- |[Zoning Category References District Controls
Institutions
842.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary § 890.133 AP
Industrial, Home, and Business Service
Nom-Retail-Greenhouse-or-Plant Nursery
842.87 § 22He)102 P
Industrial Agriculture
Other Uses

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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842.97B  [Neighborhood Agriculture § 10255@ P
842.97C |Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 8102354 (C

 k x %

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT.

* * % *

Table 843
UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT<ZON|NG CONTROL TABLE

No.  l76ning Category § References| Urban Mixed Use District Controls

* * % %

Institutions
Medical Cannabis

843.36 § 890.133 AP
Dispensary

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

Non-Retail Greenhouse-or

843.87 Plant Nursery Industrial 1§ 2279102 P
Agriculture

Other Uses

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . )
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Agriculture

Neighborhood :

843.97B § 102356 PP
Agriculture
Large-Scale Urban

843.97C § 10235 |C

E *

L S L

d * * *

L *

* k% *

SEC. 844. WMUG -~ WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

* % % *

Table 844
WNMUG —- WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

WSoMa Mixed Use-Residential
District Controls

x k% *

Institutions

L * *

L3 k K %

* k% %

ik x * %

843.36

Medical Cannabis

Dispenéary

§ 890.133

ik ok * *

x % * K

[ % *

L *

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

B T Y

x k% %

k. K %

S S

844.87

Non-Retail Greenhouse-or
Plant-Nursery-Industrial

Agriculture

§ 227Ha)102
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Other Uses

x % * %

% * * %

 * x 0k

X * x *

844.97b

Neighborhood Agriculture|§ 102-35¢)

P

844.97c -

Agriculture

Large-Scale Urban

§ 102:35¢)

NP

* * % %k

% * * %

% k % %

k x % %

* %

* *

SEC. 845. WMUO — WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

* %

* %

Table 845
WMUO — WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No. |7oning Category

. § References

FSOMAWSoMa Mixed Use-Office
District Controls

x Kk % %

Institutions

rk * % *

% * k%

LI

ol * Kk %

845.36

Dispensary

Medical Cannabis

§ 890.133

* * &% %

o * % %

% Kk k%

x k& k*  %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

[ * % %

od * k%

k. 0k 0k

* k % %

84587

NonRetail

Greerhouse-or-Blant

§ 227(2)102
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Nrsery-Industrial

Agriculture

Other Uses

* &k % Kk

*x * % *

* k% %

* k% *

Agriculture

Neighborhood

845.97b § 102-35¢a) P
Agriculture -
Large-Scale Urban

845.97c § 102:35¢h) NP

% * * *

o O 0o N o o A~ w D

* * % %

i * * %

x Kk Kk *

* * * *

SEC. 846. SALI- SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

Table 846

SALI — SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

SALI District Controls

% * % *

]ndustrial, Home, and Business Service

[ % % *

L A

* Kk % %

* k% %

846.87

Non-Retail
Greenhouse-or
Plant

NurseryIndustrial
Agriculture

§ 22/(a)102

ol * Kk *

k % % %

x Kk k%

k. k0 %
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SEC. 890.52. LABORATORY.

Laboratory shall mean space within any structure intended or primarily suitable for scientific
research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities
and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from office uses (as defined in
Section 890.70), light manufacturing (as defined in Section 890.54(a)), or heavy
manufacturing (including uses listed in Sections 226(g) through 226(w)). Examples of

laboratories include the following:

* 0k % *

(h) Core laboratory-; and

(i) Cannabis testing (License Type 8—Testing laboratory, as defined in California Business

and Professions Code, Division 10).

SEC. 890.54. LIGHT MANUFACTURING, WHOLESALE SALES, STORAGE.
A commercial use, including light manufacturing, wholesale sales, and storage, as defined in
Subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) below.

(a) Light Manufacturing. A nonretail use wkichthat provides for the fabrication or
production of goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for
resale off the premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or
processing of previously prepared materials, when conducted in an enclosed building having
no openings other than fixed windows or exits required by law located within 50 feet of any
R District. Light manufacturing uses include production and custom activities usually
involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication or
production activities as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code Manual

as light manufacturing uses:

* ok * %k
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(8) Measuring, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical
and optical goods; watches and clocks:; and

9) Mandfacture of cannabis)proa’ucts or cannabis exiracts that are derived without

the use of volatile organic compounds (License Type 6—Manufacturer 1, as defined in California

Business and Professions Code, Division 10).

L * *

(b) Wholesale Sales. A nonretail use whiekthat exclusively provides goods or

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes

cannabis distribution (License Type 1 1—Distributor, as defined in California Business and

Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not include a nonaccessory storage warehouse.

* * * ok

SEC. 890.111. SERVICE, BUSINESS.

A use whichthat provides the following kinds of services to businesses and/or to the
general public and does not falI‘ under the definition of "office" pursuant to Section 890.70:
radio and television stations; newspaper bureaus; magazine and trade publication
publishing; microfilm recording; slide duplicating; bulk mail services; parcel shipping
services; parcel labeling and ‘packaging services; messenger delivery/courier services; sign

painting and lettering services; building maintenance services; and cannabis delivery services.

SEC. 890.125. CANNABIS RETAIL.

A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and cannabis-related

products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of cannabis for medicinal use. Cannabis

may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis and Department

of Public Health, as applicable. Cannabis Retail establishments may only be operated by the holder

of (a) a valid license from the State of California (License Type 10—Retailer, as defined in California

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Business aind Professions Code; Division 10) and (b) a valid permit from the City’s Office of

Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a).

Section 3. Repeal of Ordinance No. 186-17. The City enacted Ordinance No. 186-
17 on September 15, 2017. That ordinance, a copy of which is in Board of Supervisors File

No. 170516, is hereby repealed in its entirety.

Section 4. Alphabetization. In Article 7 Zoning Control Tables, the publisher of the
San Francisco Municipal Code, at the direction of the City Attorney, shall place uses in

alphabetical order within their respective use categories.

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the
Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

I
I
/i
/l
1l
/]
I/
I
I
I
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Section 6. Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the
Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board

amendment additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that

appears under the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By 4@«/’&& W
VICTORIA WONG
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01232526.d
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FILE NO. 171041

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
Amended in Committee 11/6/17

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,

~ among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries,
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts;
3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating
conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the
number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; 6) create a limit
of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses, in any combination,
in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District; and 7) delete
superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to
Planning Code, Section 302.

.Existing Law

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and
Safety Act ("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state
licensing and regulatory framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution,
transportation, dispensing, and delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the
authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or impose additional restrictions on commercial
activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later renamed the Medlcal

Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA").

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control,
Regulate, and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the
nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults 21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory,
licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties
for marijuana-related crimes.

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis
Regulations and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and
established a unified state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both
medicinal and adult use cannabis. Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial
cannabis activities will be required to obtain a state cannabis license and comply with strict
operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state agencies begin issuing state cannabis
business licenses by January 1, 2018.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' , Page 1
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Under MAUCRSA, local jurisdictioné may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate
cannabis businesses, including but not limited to zoning and permitting requirements.

Article 33 of the San Francisco Health Code, adopted in 2005, regulates medical cannabis,
and authorizes the San Francisco Department of Public Health to oversee the permitting of
medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs).

Planning Code Section 202.2(e) sets forth location and operating restrictions for MCDs.
MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR zoning districts and certain other districts, including
some Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs). (See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.)
MCDs are also prohibited in Mixed-Use zoning districts. (See generally Planning Code, Art.
8.) In most Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts (NCTs) and NCDs, MCDs are allowed
on the first floor, subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission.
(See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.) MCDs are required to obtain Conditional Use
Authorization in certain NCDs and NCTs, including the West Portal Avenue NCT, Noriega
Street NCT, Irving Street NCT, Taraval Street NCT and Judah Street NCT.

Ordinance No. 186-17, enacted on September 15, 2017, creates a limit of three MCDs in
Supervisorial District 11.

Currently, there is no City law that authorizes and regulates commercial activities relating to
non-medical cannabis. There is also no City law that authorizes and regulates the
commercial manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis.

Article XXVI of the Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis under the direction
of the City Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the Office of Cannabis to issue
permits to cannabis-related businesses, and to collect permit application and annual license
fees following the enactment of a subsequent ordinance establishing the amounts of those -
fees.

Amendments to Current Law

This ordinance would change the zoning controls for MCDs. Among other things, it would
permit MCDs in some NCDs in which they are currently prohibited, such as the Japantown
NCD. In most NCDs, MCDs would be subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the
Planning Commission; in some, Conditional Use Authorization would continue to be required.
The ordinance would also permit MCDs on the second floor of most NCDs and NCTs, subject
to the same controls that apply to first floor MCDs. In addition, this ordinance would make
MCDs in PDR Zoning Districts and most Mixed Use Districts a principally permitted use. This
ordinance would also prohibit MCDs in the NC-S and NCT-1 Zoning Districts.
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This ordinance would also regulate Cannabis Retail as a distinct land use. It would generally
permit Cannabis Retail where other retail is permitted. In NCDs, Cannabis Retail uses would
be subject to a Conditional Use Authorization. Cannabis Retail as an accessory use would be
permitted only where the Office of Cannabis has issued a permit to the Cannabis Retail
establishment to operate accessory to another activity on the same premises. The ordinance
would also establish a land use process for the conversion of existing MCDs to Cannabis
Retail establishments, allowing existing MCDs and those that applied for Department of Public
Health permits by July 20, 2017, and that obtained such permits, to be deemed Cannabis
Retail Uses as of January 1, 2018 or on the date the MCD receives its permit from DPH,
whichever is later.

In addition, this ordinance would establish location and operating provisions for MCDs,
Cannabis Retail establishments, and other cannabis businesses. Among other things, it
would prohibit a Cannabis Retail use or MCD from locating within 600 feet of a school, public
or private, or a day care center. It would not require a minimum distance between a Cannabis
Retail use or MCD and a youth center. The ordinance would require a conditional use
authorization for a proposed MCD or Cannabis Retail Use if it would be within a 600-foot
radius of two other MCDs or Cannabis Retail Uses. It would delete land use controls for
cannabis smoking and allow smoking and consumption pursuant to authorization by the Office
of Cannabis. :

The ordinance would also create a cap of three MCDs and Cannabis Retail Uses in the
Excelsior Outer Mission NCD.

In addition, this ordinance would create land use regulations for the cultivation, delivery and
testing of cannabis and the manufacture of cannabis products. Among other things, it would
require that Industrial Agriculture Uses, including commercial cannabis cultivation, obtain a

Conditional Use Authorization in PDR Zoning Districts.

This ordinance would also repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of MCDs in
Supervisorial District 11 to three.

Background Information

In 2015, the City enacted Ordinance No. 115-15, creating the San Francisco Cannabis State
Legalization Task Force (“the Task Force”) to advise the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor,
and other City departments on matters relating to the potential legalization of non-medical
cannabis. In December 2016, the Task Force submitted its Year | Report, and made
recommendations related to Public Safety and Social Environment, Land Use and Social
Justice, and Regulation and City Agency Framework for the City's policymakers to consider.

n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01232691.docx
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To the Mayor and Board of Supervisors:

&n beha]fcfthe‘@fﬁce! fCannabxs : h Rights vommlssmn andtheContrbllersOfﬂcewe proudly

e ested or conwcted forman Juana-related,_of‘fense

We find thatthe \War on Drugs had disastrous lmpacts on'San Frahcisco. But withi this sad-history come:
opportumtles t6-do somethmgxmportant and positive, As the City conisiders o gulatory-structure for:
this enterging industry, we ¢an do so. thoughtfully-and intentionally, by enactingpolicies that:undo the
racist practices:of our-past. This report.includes a number of findings and recommendations to thatend.

Asuccessful program will ensutea more inclusive:and diverseindustry throughownership and
warkforce, an:expansion of educational opportunities, an end: o policies thatburden communities:that
“have beén dlsproportlonately Fmpacted :by tHe Wt o Drtigs, ahd nvestivent Iricommunities that are
dlsem‘ranchlsed because of the consequences of fast drugpo
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[; Executive Summary

The case foi equity s clear. For décades, the Waron Drugs has‘had consequential impacts of- communmes
ofcolor in Sari Francisco. The impacts of this dispropcrtronahty are: acvteiy felt today' poverty; education
gaps, and criminal records are thevestiges of explicitly and implicitly racist drug enforcement policies.

Tne Clty’s chailenge today Is-also our opportumty As we riove towards embracmg & wew industry, we:
must take the opportunity to harness its potental to begin torestore historicinequities: Some cities have
alfeady created mdustry—spectflc equity programs, but San Francisco should develop and implement.a
pProgram thit makes sense for the residents of our Clty, balaticing our priorities and reﬂectmg ourvalues.

.....

natnonal h:story of cannabrs regulat:on, the War on Drugs and lts 1mpact ori our communmes _,,t-l evnews‘u
known- charactetistics-of the: City’s ‘existing cannabis industry and. discusses barriérs to entry into- the.
mdustry ThJs report aiso leoks at other Junsd:cthons equxty programs for lessons learned Fmally, The-
Duthned beJow are key ﬁndmgs and hlghllghts across the variolis sectlons thhm the report and a
stramary of the final: tecommendations. ’

Eqmty Analysns

% San Frahcisco has always been-on the forefront of carinabis: legahzatxon
s -African Americans i San Francisco have endured disproportlonate]y higher felony drug arrests
-and ¢rackdowns. S
»  Moré recent decriminalization efforts helped-to Rarrow those gaps, but péople of color still
:::nt_eracjt with the justice system at:a rate far higher than white San Franciscans. :
« Significant social Hurdles résult from disproporiionate arrest and incarcération rates.
@ Although local data is incomplete at best and mlsleadmg at worst; it reveals 2 strong correlation
: between poverty and cannabis arrests:
» Taken together; this pamts a troubling- picture of the ‘War on Drugs’ {mpact on communhities of
- golor; everin a progressxve cxty like-San Fraficisco..
‘. Data 3uggests that San Francisco’s cannabis Tndustry (and ‘the riational industry) skews
disproportionately white: and ale; -

Barriers io‘ﬁ'E'n.ti’y

#  Financlal'and real €state bariets presentmajor equity Hurdles £6 individuals seeking toenterthe
f-regulated cantiabisindustty;

.« Other barriers include the soft skifls of ‘entrepreneurship; compllance, andlegal comp1e>utyt

« While Prop. 64 clears the way for people convicted of cannabis crimes: to, enter the mdustry,
,past triminal h:story gan:still present Sngﬂcan’c challenges ke accessmgf nancmg Eely sngmng e
lease.

» ‘Wherethe Csty allows: cannabls busmesses to- operate will Have' lmportantlmpacts ‘an, Whethe{ We:
ican.grow the industry equittably: .



Cannahis Equity Programs Analysis )

¢ Dakfand and Los Angeles both. have real or proposed equity programs that may-serve-as.a good
model for San Francisco.

+« Both citiés gim to help people e;ther arrested for cannabls or resldents of hlgh enforcement‘
neighborhdods; and ‘affer a suite-of fee | waivers Tect lcal assistance; :and. subsidized loans to
‘equity applicants. _

»  DOther cifies and statés also putin plice pohcres 6 11y t6 correctfor historical imbalances.

‘s San Erancisco-should select the policy components that friake the most sense for our city.

-‘Fmd' ings: & Recommenda’crons

The Offlce of Ca brs and supportmg agencles chose to present a senes of ﬂndmgs and»

1 Elxglbxllty.'mmrm ehgrblhty cntenaZWIth data 5 tTered ellglbrhty critert ra 1o allow most affected’
;groups to receive: hlghervalue beénefits, whrle ‘exteriding. some beneﬁts foa wxder range of
‘apphcants Jmpac’ced by’ the War on. Drugs o '

2. Permlttmg, prioritize and assist Equity Appllcants during the perm{ttmg proce55, and estabhsh an -
mcubator program-te mcentlvrze partnershlps between Equrty Apphcants and other canpahis
operator=

.3; ‘Communify Reinvestment: direct new potential funding from loeal cannahbis taxes orthe state
toward. Proj rammmg for communities lmpactea by-the Waron Drugs. Businesses.should also be
requiredta describe hiow their busiriess will provide: commumty benefits; . : ‘

4, J\Iorkforce Development:. promote equiitable employment ‘opportunities. at aH cannabrs.
businesses, especxally for formerly-mcarcerated individuals and thObe tiving in nerghborhoods
1mpacted by the: War on.Drugs. Expand First Source ana'i_ cal Hire to COVEF the cannabisindustry: -

5., Financial & Capital Access: take @nactive advocacy role to.open up bankmg services; particularly
through state'and local credlt unions, forthe-cannahis mdustry A A

Bl Technical Assistance Yol Equrty E)p Sratarstoexisting't techmcal assrstance resources i fhe Clty,-

+ and credte rew techr mcal resources within the Office’ of Cannabis, Facilitate partnershlps with
other exrstmg Operators and non proftsto he(p overcome techmcal ban iers. ¥

Data Col]ectlon & Accountablllt' : 'ther data onfGeneral and Equrty Apphcants on a regu]ar basis
¥ 1g analyze the outcomes of the Equity-Program; and use this data o, reﬂne the program, Enforce
’ compllance of eommitments. made by applicants. - : %
11. Modification’® & Course Correction: perml’rtmg ir: phases: and ommunicating wnth stakeholder
groups? will ‘allow for steady improvement of the regulatory: structure;
'._J_LZF.: Land Use & Zoning: create land use controls that mitigate: overconcentratxon ln dlsenfranchrsed
nelghborhoods




L. Introdluction ‘ : -

Mayor Lee'has-designated San Franc:sco s Vision to be a safe, vibrant city of shared prosperity Guided. by
the Humian Rights’ Commissian, the. Clty incorporates strategies and programs thataddressthe: challenges-
resultlng from prejudice, intolerance; blgotry, and discrimination, The City undertakes these challenges:
with the knowledge that-the cumulative impact of systemic discrimination has depressed prosp ity for-
usicollattively,

Jfi 1964, thestroke ofa ] pen: ended legal discrimination'i inthe Umted States. However, 3s.0Ur country and
ourclty has learned, the deletion of exp lcrdy racist words, amendments to exphcxtly racist laws, and the
terming outiof explicitly-racist pollcymakers were insufficient to-address centuries of racialized outcomes
Inthe United States and in San Francxsco, ‘the legacy ‘of those diseriminatory laws remains:. commurutres
of colorare still dlsproporhonately incarcerated, unemp!oyed “and: lmpoverished

The San Fraficisco Human Rights Comrmssmn has deve[oped an equxty framewark known as Englneennﬂ'
for Equity, for all City and County of San- Francisco departments including the- Office of Cannahis, to

provide the tools and strategies essential to making our government services more equitable for.all. The

equity- framework helps Eity departments create and uphold transformational systems #nd approach‘

‘actual and/or perceived Ilmxtanonswth innovation, 1t reflects the belfef that city government can support
resilient people and, in partnership with communities; can help devel lop. foundations that upliftaall.

This framewm'k bunlds on shared deﬁnmons dweloped in. the mte;est of creating: ahgnment across City
o :Accordmgly, this Fepott adopts

'the Human Eﬂghts Commfsswh s: deﬁmﬂons for equ;ty and commumty. )

'3 ;Equlty Full and equal dccéssito opportumues ‘power ahd resources; whereby all people nray
thrive and prosper regardiess-of: demograpmc;

. = Community:Stakeholders. ac"ross*_S;a'p_ Ffafhd'_s}gp’:"s;diyer_se;jnefi'gh'b‘o rhoods Who-are either benefited
or burdened by publicpolicies.

The lega |zat[on of adiiltuse ¢annabis presenfs an urgent oppoftinity to ledrr from the past; eqd create
dccountable mechanisms to ad'ueve shared p;rospenty In-anticipation of this, on September 5, 2017, the
Board of i upervnsors unanimously, passed Ordinance No. 170859 - creating the: Office of Cannabts and
requestmgthat the Office.of Cannabis, ‘the Huran:Rights Commlssmn and the: Controller's Office deliver
to therr and the Mayor no’ later than November 1, 2017, a report analyvmg available data related to
disparities inithe cannabis-industry, and providing recommendations-regarding policy optxons that could
(A) foster equltabie atcess to participation in the industry,. including promotlon of ownership-and:stable
employment opportunities in the mdustry, (B) Triviest City tax revenues In epenomic: infrastructure for
icormmunities that have’ historically. been :disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse. effec’cs of drug
enforcerient pohcxes that have disproportionately 1mpacted those ;comimunities, and, (D) prioritize
mdmduals who have been prevnously arrested or convicted for marijuana-related oﬁense

As detalled inthis reﬁo‘r’t the Waroh Driigs, has had disastrous:impacts in Sarv ‘F%ancisc'o T this city-and.
m cmes ac_ ssthe nation, these effects, includingthe creation of generatlona[ poverty, loss of property,
degradatlon andloss ofeducatlonal and ermployment opportunltli s,.h
djspropomonately shouldered by the' poor and people of colbr,: specmcally Afrlcan Amerlcan and Latinx
populatxons, =

'lffhe, City is serious about iriproving the quality of life iri San Frandisco drid Kélping those:who have
been disproportionately burdened by public:policies like the:War on Drugs; it must address systémic
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baitfers and iinderstand the rolé that policies, pract[ces and. procedures play increating; thecurrént

health; safety, economic moblhty and community envnronment circimstances: We must rémember the

part these factors play in developing-an equitable, inclusive:and diverse city:.

San Francisco is curr ently consnder]ng a.proposed regulatory structure Tor local commermal tah nabJs
actwlty beglnnmv i1 2018.. The Commerial.Cannabis: .\egulatlons Ordma nee:contemp lates the creation
ofdh Equity Prograriz and miakes clear that applications foraduh:—use commercial cannabis. activitywill
not be made. avallable until the City estahfishes a program desigried to foster: equrtable accessto
participation’inthe- cannabis industry, |nc|udmg access to wotkforce and:ownership opportumtles

i is-our ‘hope! thatthis teport dnd its recormmendations help inform the developinent: ofa robust: equlty
programthat ensurés 4 eohesive; results-orientad strategy..A. successful program will strerigthen
equitable; accessto the cannabis industry’ workforce, encourage entrepreneurship, and expand
educational opportunities. It will hel Ip eliminate. dlscnmmatory ‘institutional and structural pohcxes and
.practlces and strive to cittail the s‘ugma agamstactlwtles now legal under Proposition 64. This will
require relevant departments to considerthe finpact of thelr services and-develop transformational
approaches that cut across: mul’nple institutions; fo disrupt institutional culture, and'shift values and
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1L Equity Analysis

Methodology:

“This Equlty Analyms section first exammes the history of drug enforcement policies ifi the United Stafes
Ii i, which friforms this overall equity. anal\/Sls “This section also examines arrest rates friSan

:Fr'anctsc startmg with a broad view of all. drug arrestsand narrowing to cannabis arrests. it uses census
data arid arrests data to highlight which populationsin San Frangisco have experienced disproportionate
levels of cannabis &frests. From there, it defines the size arid scope of low-income commiunities in San
Franciscoyand-geospatially cross-referenices cannabis arrests with low=incorrie census tracts. The overlap

prov}de somie. insight into the correlation between cannabis law enforcement and income status,

hig’nhghtmg Which Jocal éommunities have. lilkely beén economuca!ly disadvantaged by cannabns laW
enforcement Fmally, th _s analysrs ]ooks m’to the demogtaph[cs of the eXIstmg legal cannabls mdustry,

hgne‘lt from gradual. eannabxs decnmmah_zatlon..,

‘Higtorical. & Legislative Context of Cannabis Policies

United States Drug gnd Cannabis Policy

Food and drug regulation began inthe United States with the Federal Food and Drug Act of 1906. The faw
perinitted the U.S. Department of Agﬁnculture s Bureaw of Chermistry 1o- test; ‘regulate, ‘and: standardize
commermal stibstances:t Between 1906 and 1942 the federal i government hnmar:ly regu]ated narcotics:
through taxation, ‘wi ;’the exception of opium and «cocairnie. The: Opfur Exclusion Act. of 1909 limited
opium- lmports partjally” over legitimate. coricerns regarding the:'drug’s level of addiction and healtfi
effects; However; its ‘passage ‘was contemporaneolisly supporLed by xenophoblc fears -of East Asian
jmmigrants, foreshad‘owmgthe federal government’s rauallzat;on of drug pohcythroughout much ofthe
20t century'—z' “The: Harrisgii Act-of 1914 xcreateéd . a prescrlptlon reglstry and impdsed'a: special tax-on
r\arcotlcs lmports

T 1927 Congress reorganized the drug regulatory structore by establishirig ‘the Feod Drug, and
insectlt:lde Administration, which was shortened %o the: Food: and Drug Admiristration ity 1930,. 1930
brought further administrative and burealcratic: changes Includmg the transfer of powars fmm existing
agenciesto the newly created Biréat of Narcotics. 3 Thie Bureau of Narcotxcs was gwen broad ;unsdlctlon
over controlling, tiarcotics, and its fitst ‘commissicrier, Harry %, Anslinger, jBushed: cannabis regulations
{flirthef towards criminalization and-as-an outlet for discrimination and marginalization

Throughout his tenure: as ‘Narcotics Commiissione - Anslinger gave speeches across the United States,
portraying & “3 scolrge on souéty ining the moral fabric of America.. 5 -Anslinger often
implicated Mexica axican-Americans, and Afiican Americans a5 drug users, even statmg explicitly that
MEXICO was respons;lble formtrod ucing canﬂabls tothe United Statesﬁ In Marijftiana: A Short H/story, John
Hudak-¢orinects the: racrahzatlon of cannabiy pohcy to wider geopolitical everits at the time. Afterihe

1 Hudak John. Maruuana _A.Short H/srory Washmgton, D.G.: Bmokmgs {hstitution Press, 2016 37,
Zbid;; 34

# b, 35.

4 Ibid., 35:36..

e lbld 36

ks Anshnger ‘Hatry, Muorijiana, Assdssii of Yauth The American Magazme, 124 i, 1{1937).

1
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Mexlcan-Amencan War (1846-1848) and-continuing into: the early-20th century, Anierica feceived an
inflix of Mexicah immigrants, which further exacérbated Bxisting' racial tensions. Budak writes, g
Americans sought a pretext to. vilify this ‘new immigrant community, they found an jdeal »culpnt in
rnaruuana fear and anti- lmmjgrant ‘sentiment prompted state-level bans on cannabis..” ?

Anslinger conducted nubhc opmron campaignsto supportthe crrmmalrzatxon of: cannabls atthe state and

federal levels: By the time Congress passed the Uniform.State:Narcetic Act in 1932, tirging states to unify

narcotics laws and rmprement criminal punlshments, 29 states had’ already ‘criminalized the “tse of

cannabis.? The Marihuana Tax Act of 1937 levied a tax on every .group involved Wwith” producing,

drstrrbutmg, selling and purchasr 'icannabls mcludmg importérs, Browers, sellers, prascribeis, physrcrans

‘vetermanans, patients, and other copsumers. Fallrng to pay-any.of these taxeas resurted in heavy fines:and
jail time,®

Despite facing some obJections againstimplementing harsh punishments for cannabis offenses, Anslinger
and -Congress continted to criminalize cannabis in stricter terms.® Thé. Boggs Act of 1951 created
‘mafidatory minimum sentences for those convicted of drug—reiated offenses These senténceswere soon
mcreased with the \Iarcotlcs Control Act of 1956 N

'The counterculture movements of the 19605 pushed Yack-against’ socval norms and government actions
and pohcres that Were percelved as unjust12 Cannabls took on a vmble role w1thln some. of these

iyouth and the Umted States government percervmg rts_ ,]f_ as: unde_

>|ege, responded agaln WIth if Creased'
,crlmmallzatlon ‘

Presrdentlal admmxstratlons fmm?the 19505 onward frequently pushed the cnmmahzatlon of carmabls

screntrﬁcally evalu if
Commlttee on Narco

12 lbld 41 47

131bid, 42, -
14-1bid., 43-44.,
A5 Ibid;; 46.
1 thid., 48;
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an Drugs" 7 Nj ixon, however, had been focused on this'war foryears, asa part:of. his-“Soirthern Strategy,”
which sought to marglnallze vuinerable. populatlons, espadially minorities:® in fact, Nixon's.adviser; John
Ehrlichman, was recorded in'a 1981 interview with Lee Atwater; saying:

We knew we cotldn’ tmake it. lllegal to he-either against.the war.or black but by gettingthe pub!u: t6 associate the
sWith madtijutng and blackswith:heroin; and then cnmmahzmg both heawly, we could disrupt those

] tles: We could. drrest their leaders, raid their homes, break up their meetings, and vilify:them.night after

mghf on the evening news, Did we know we were lying-about the drugs? Ofcourse we did®

'Th"e“everi - and actions-that led to' erc’m s forral War on Dfugs proclamation include 5:1969 speechto
Longress; in which Nixon' declared cannabis a national threat; the Supreme Court case Leary v: United
-States; Operation ntercept; 4 military operation that seized contraband’ at the U.S.-Mexico border; and
“the 1969 Bipartisanship Leadership Meeting on Narcofics and Dangerous Drugs. %

Thé1970-Controlled Substarices Act Is ¢rucial becdise it formalized drug schediles, which categorized
- driugs into legal groups:for sentericihg and other plirposes. 2 However, Corigress, 1ot the scientific of
-medlcaj community;.sorted drugsinta schedules, pkacmg canriabisin Schedule 1 alonigside-drugs with. much
higherleVels of addiction-and health effécts. 2The [aw exganded the government’s powers for regulating
‘drugs and gave. Nixori the foundation fot his upcoming War on'Drugs: 2 Nixon's final substantial action in
:the ‘War on Drugs washis proposal to Congressto ieorgamze the government agencies that regulate: drugs
@nd: narcetics; ‘the “Reofganization Plan 2 of 1973!. 24 Congress :approved and. the Drug Enforcement
Admmlstration (DEA) was,created within the Department of Justice, The DEA consolidated furictions and
} drctlons and has conslstently recelved SIgmecant increases in ‘funding and - employees smce its
_creatioh.® : . T : : :

- continued Nuxon s, tough rhetoric, expand‘ing ihe Ynifed States’ ‘mvkoement in drug
operations. .mematlonally. At the same time;-Ford. suoported treatiment.and prevention, later- reVeahng
that drug addiction was+a personal issue to his family: Like Presidenit: Ford before him, Carter worked to
stem international drug trafficking while: at’cemptlng to reformaspects’ of drug policy at home, 11 his 1977
"‘Drug Abuse Message to the Conigress,” Cdrter laid-out his Vigian o increase fundmg forresearch, create :

President Ford

17 leon, Richard. ”Specral Message tothe Congress on Drug Abuse Prevehtlonand Control June 17,1971 The
‘Amerjcan Presidency: Project; Aecessed October 30, 2047, fttp://wwiv presrdency utsh; edu/WS/?pld 3048..

18’ Hudak John Maruuana AShort Hrstory, 50

20 Hudak John MaruuanarA Short Hlstery, 51 52 leon, Rich;rd "Specnal Nlessageto the Cungress on the-
Control of Narcotlcs and Dangerous Drugs, July 14, 1969 # The:Ametican’ Presxdency Project; Accessed October 30

of]u$t|ce Accessed October 30; 201, | ttps //wwwrieedlversxon USdDj gov/ : cfr/Zlusc/Bll h‘cm
22 Huda John.-Marijuana: A Short Hrstory, 54,

IZ4 leon, Rlchard ”Message tothe Corigréss Transmlttmg Reorgamzatlon Plan 2 6¥1973; Estabhshmg the Drug
‘Ehforcernent-Administration, March:28, 18732 Thé Akierican Pre51dency Project. Accessed October30, 2017,
jhttp AR presidency.ucsb; edu,/ws/mdex php?pld“4159

25 The Drug’ EnforcementAgency- “DEA Stafﬁng & Budget;” DEA:gov: Accessnd October 30, 2017
hittpsi//www.dea.gov/pristaffing.shimlk.




federal prevention and. treatment programs and skift the govemments régulatery focus to drugs with
more severe health consequences. Carter'siproposals-were never realized.®

Like Nixon,: Reagan incorporated drug polfcy fnta his:broader poiitical stratégy. He-continued to expand
the United States” drug involvement efforts intérnationally: while: enhancirig: penaities and: reducing
defénses fofthe-accusgd domestlcally 2 Finally, Reagan expanded education and treatment programs,

enlrsting the Help of First Lady Nancy Reagan: With Executlve Ordet No. 12368, ‘Reagan created the Drag
Abuse Palicy Office ™ The Office quickly won.a seriesof legislative successes, includmg the Comprehensrve
Crime Control Act-bf 1984; the Anti-Drug-Abuse Act of 1986,. andthé Anti- Drig. Abtisé Act6f 1988.2 All of
these ]aws enhahced cnmmal pumshments for dry g«related offenses The 1986 law expanded theorimes
to which mandatory minimums applied, and the 1988 Jawenhanced these mmlmums ¥ in 1989, President
HW. Bush-¢reated the office of Natigrial Drig Control Po..e ;Teplacing 5Dy

The director of this ofﬁce is referred toas the ”Drug Czat”,  whose: mfluence in'Us: drug pohcy contlnues
to this day.* : :

The-1988 law atso increased funding for educatxon programs and rEdirected funds in other programs
{owatds’ drug—related programs.- Reséarchérs have evaluated. the effectiVeness. of drig- &ducation
programs, and found hmlted i any, effects -on curbing drug use: ‘among Americar youth 31

Presidént’ Bﬂ'l clintsh ihcofp'brated kind‘e"r-'rh'Et[an; W}."r'eh ‘speek'ing' abodt drug use although hfs polrcres
continued to intensify criminal puriishments for cannabis For instance; the Viclent Grime Control and:

Law Enforcement Act of 1994 mtensnﬁed crlmmahzatlon, ntroducmg ‘the. “three stnkes” provnsmn for

offenses By 2000 there Were over 700 000 M eanwhile, states hegan ]egahzmg medrcal cannabrs, some
statés: authonzed medlcal cannab|s on_the day Clinton ' wasréelectéd to ofﬁce, I

27 Hudak, I6H. Ma.
28 Reagan, Ronald :

29Hudak John Maruuana AShort.Hxstory,76
30 1bid. .- : »

3i4bid:
32Engs, Ruthc ‘and

School Hea th 58,00 1(]388) 26 28

33'Hiidak; loh -Marijiiana: ALShor_t History, 8182,

37 Pew Research Center‘ *In Debate over Legahzmg Maruuana Drsagreement overDrug's Dangers # Accessed
@ctober 29 2017 ittpi//www.peaple-press: org/2015/04/14/m deba’ce—over Iegal[zmg maruuana~dxsagreement~
oer-driigs- ,da.ngers/zl .
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2013, nearly 58% of tfigse polled supported legalization.®® Much of thig shiftin public.opinion isattributed.
fo generational acceptance d@nd an incréase in the number of fndividuals: who have ried or tsed:
cannabis3?

thecampaxgnmg for President; Géorge W; Bush c:onveyed his support for allowing. ctates to.deteimine.
their own cannabis policies. During a campaign event ih Seattle, Bush stated, “1 befieve:each state can
chonse that decision as they.sochopse” .| Despite this initial stance, President Bush’s drug policies closely:
resenibled those of his. predecessors, focusmg oo mtematlonai Faffi ckmg, law" enfércément and .
tegtment.” What's mdre, the Bush Admiinistration frequently conducted ‘raids 6n medical ‘cannabis:
dispensaries; iricluding dispensaties that functioned legally under state law:*?

V:l‘j'resTden’t ‘O'bama voiced support for the coricept-of medical cannabis; and promised'ajustice Department
_P@hcy that would allow- dispensaries to-operate unimpe ded. Inaformal memo to United States'Attorneys
in 2009 .Attorney General Holder wrote that the Obama Administration would erd raids on cannabls
dlStrlbutors It states that “the prosecution. :of -significant traffickers of ‘illegal drugs, including
‘marijuana,..continues to be & core priority...pufsuit of these priofities:should niot focus-federal resources.
it your states-on individuals whose actions are in tlear-and.tinambiguous compliance with existing state’
Taws: praviding for the medical use of marijuana:*® Holder did; however; oppose adult-use cannahis. His
posmon became pubhc in response to a 2010 Cahforma ballot Initiative, which: would have legahzed aduTt—

Then, in 2011, the Justice Depa,,rtmentennguri‘ce.d a cra‘ckd'owﬁ &h medical ¢aniiabis dispensaries across
the ‘United States: [i & :mhemp. released .on June. 29, :2011, Deputy Aftorney General James: Cole
commtmicatéd that the Justice Department would prosecute persons involved in producing; distributing,
and. selling cannabis, “régardless of state law”: % Skortly -afterwards, California’s four US, Attorneys:
‘procesded o aanounce criminal charges against cannabis. dispensaries ;and . threaten landlords With
‘property seizure (See "Cahforma Cannabis Policy,” below),

Like George W. Bush.before him, Dorald Trump vowed to.Jeave medical cannabls policy torindividual
states ‘while tampdigning: .As President, however, Trump. nomirated. then-Senator Jeff Séssions: for -

4 “th .n'st T'me, Amertcans Fa\lor Legalizing Marijuana:®. Ga[lup Accessed Ottobier30, 2017
h‘tp 2/ news gaﬂup com[poll/165539/ﬁrst t'me—amencans—favor—!egaI'ZIng—maruuana 3SpX,
.39 Hudak, John. Maruuana ‘A'Short History, 91-92,°
AOHsu, Spencer. "Bush N‘laruuana Laws: Up fo States; But GoP Candidate Says Congress Can Block D.C. Measure®
’The Washington Post, October-22, 1999 Acc’ sed October 30, 2017; hittp: //news.gallup: com/poﬂ/i65539/F rst=
'ﬂme—amencans~favo egalizingmarijuan;
:41 Marqurs, Chustopher “Bush’s $19 Billion: An‘udrug Blan.Focuseson Law-Enforcement and Treatmient:” The New
YorkTmes, February 13 2002 Accessed October 30; 2017. htLp.J/WWW ny 1mes com/ZOOZ/OZ/lB[us/bush =5<10:

o lew s, Nell "Obama Admmlstratlon to Stop Ralds on Med\cal Man] ina. Dispenseries: ”The
NewYork Tlmes, March 18 2009 Accessed:October 30, 2017,

“hittpy/ fwww. rytimes: com/2009/03/19/ us/lQholder html: Taylor; Stuart: "Manjuana Policy and Presidential

Le 'ershlp How to Avold-aFederal- State Train Wreckf’ The Brookings f titution, Aprild, . 3-5 Accessed
‘Gctober 30,2017, https:/, 'wv rookmgs edu/l research/maruuana-pol1cy~and—premdentlal’-leadershlp how fo--
‘avoid-a-federal:state- tram-wreck/

43 Taylor, Stuart.- “Marijuana Policy:and: Presxdentla] Leadersh]p How: to Avoid a Federal-State Train 'Wreck;” 20,
441bid., 21.

“21bid., 22,
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Attorngy G eéneral ofthe. L_}"_'ni"_t'ed,sta‘fgs,""éfajn o,ppongnt‘b'f? medical eanhnabisand any effort to decriminalize

cannabis or to reduce:criminal punishments. At a Senate drug hearingin April 2016, Sessions stated:

We'tiegd grown-ups in charge in Washington: 6 say marijuana is not the kind of thing that.etght to be fegalized, it
aught not*to he mmlmlzed Ahatit's in fact g very! real dariger.this drigTs. danger US; you cannot play with it, itisnot
‘Funny, it et somethmg 10 {duigh about. ‘,and to send that: message with clanty..that good peop!e don’ t smoke
marfjuana. @ :

Attorhey General Sessions' stancé on. cai'nn'abis is Ferniniscent of'Aﬁs]inge Fs :Sia‘fé:m'én'ﬁ,jWHich .{é’j'e"cftéd‘
cannabis oh moral grounds:without acknowledging its similarities to legal substances such as.fobaccorand |
alcohol

California Cannabls Pollcy

tn 1996, CaJIforma passed Proposmon 215 the Compassmna’ce Use Act w1th 56% of the votes statewtde
-and 78% in San Franciscoas.illustrated in Figure 1 bélow. A T :

I-‘*gur L Proposxtxon 215 Companson of Cahforma and San Franmsco Electron Results s

iv=Nnlootatiniial psdutedunnasestticink st S |
State Dt Cahfomlav . e I‘Lgngsco ]
Pmposauon 215 I;lectnon REbUlLS
, 3 e e -_,_J

::dentmcatuon program for quah’r‘ ed patlents

I addition to Jegalizing médical caninabis,. California voters propelied the state’s drug policy away from

‘crimihalization“and harsh punishments. n: 2000, voters approved the -Substance Abuse and, Crime

Washmgton Post November 18 2016 Accessed October 30 2017 ol
‘https: //www washmgtonpost com/news/wonk/wp/2016/11/18/trumps-plck for attorney general—good—peopfe-
'dont»smoke-maruuana/?utm term 854263&133ee

A71bid:

48 “Uniform Céntrolled Substances Act” Cahfornla Leglslatwe lnforma’tion. Accessed October 28,2017,
.https //Jegmfo leglslature ca gov/faces/codes displaySectlon:xhtml?sectmnNum 11362 5 &|awCode-HSC
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Prevention Act dxrectlng the stafe to offer eligible ofreﬂders treatment rather than jafl-time for drug
possession and drug tise.”

Betwieeri 2003 and 2015, the coriimetcial cannabis industry grew with few rulesand regulations. it wash’t
itil 2015 and the passageof the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California-established
# 1egal frameivork to regulate and monitor cannabis dispensaries.™ Originially setto take effect on January
11,2016, the Medical ‘Marijuana Regulationand" Safety Act was amended via the Medical Cannabis
Regulation and Safety Act i Junie 2016, This updated piece of leglslatlon aimed to incorporate stronger
envirorimental protection policies within a comprehensive ]lcensmg system

Ori November 8,72016, California voters passed Proposition64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act, legalizing
the distribution, sale, and possession of canhabis, = Proposition 64 passed with 57% of the vote statewide
and 74% of the vote in:San Francisco, a5° il ustrated inFigure 2 below..

Figure 2. F?'!io;;o"s"itionfﬁzl':_ 'Comparis’cm ‘of Californ fa‘and Sah Fraricisco Election 'Resﬁ[ts

PR R R FE & At C—

_ State of C‘lthLDJﬁ ) .
'PYVQZPUQUO i 64 Blectiof Results PLD{_)OSIHOH 64 E]eL o Rexults

E

TheAdiilt Use of Maruuana Act (AUMA) ot 2016'was modéled on the Medical Marijuana Regula’aon and
Safety Act (MM RSA)-0f 2015, In 2017 Cahfom_{avsought fo create ofie’régulatory’system for both medical
and adult=use yse. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the Medicinal ahd Adult Use
‘Canngbis. Regulatxon and Safetv ‘Actinto law, récondiling the differences betweén AUMA and MMRSA, ‘arid
takmg a-criicial step towards developmg a regulatory framework to facllitate a Iegal for-profit; cannabls
‘sector for both medicinal and. adult—use 4

SO "The Substance Abuse & Cnme Prevermon Act: of 2000 kel Aounty of SantaClara’s. Pubhc Defendet Office,’ March
13 2013. Accessed:October 28, 2017, hittps://vww, s€cgov, org/srtes/pdo/ Pages]SACPA aspX.

£1AR: 243 Medical Marijuana,” California Legislatlve lnformatlon Accessed Bctober 30; 20171

https: //fegmfo legislatura.ca, gov/faces/bﬂlNav‘ ferit; xhtml?blli_' =201.520160AR243;

52.7SB- ~643; Médical Marijuana.” California Leglslative Information, Accessed October.29, 2017,

https //leginfo.legislature;ca. gov/faces/blllNavChem xhtml?blll . jd=20152016058643.

53 ”AB~64 Cannabls Licensurg, and Regu!atlon H Ca[horma T.eglslatxve 1nxormatlon Accessed October 29, 2017,

regulat;ons under the Medlcmal and Adult Use’ Cannab;s Regulatson and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) e The Sonoma
‘Tounty Baf Association. Accessed October 30, 2017. http: //www)sonomacountybar arg/wp-
content/uploads/2017/09/12 12-47- Cannabis—Regualanon—Sanety—Act pif.
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San Francisco. C‘annab15 Pohcy

Pnor o the passage of the statewide Compassionate Use Act, San Francisco voters passed Proposmon P,

1. The proposition-asked whether San Francisco would recommend that the'
State o‘f C n‘or iia and thé Califorfifa Medlcal Associdtion restore’ ”hemp médical preparatlons” to
California’s ofﬁmaJ list of redicines,”™ There were ‘three paid argumerits .on the ballot in favor of
Proposition Ps -which ‘provided: quotes from physmanc and cifed scientific institutions in: argumg for

-cannabis” medical benefits. % Voters approved the proposition with nea ﬂy 80% of the yote.s

(H1999; San Francusco s Health Commiission adopted Reso]utlon Na; 29-99, "Supportmg the Development
and Implementatlon of a. Volurttqry Medlcal Cannabls ldentlﬂcatlon C_ rd Program. 58 This resolition
supported the development of an ldentlncatlon card program for medical cannabis for: mdxvnduals who
qualified under the Compassionate Use: Act as. patients or primary caregivérs.-lh 2000, the Board. of
Supervrsors formally created Sdn. Franctsco s current ldentlﬁcatxon program for medlcal cannabls

il : Man]uana on the ballot The
proposxtron was a declarat[on of pohcy, dJrectlng the Mayor, Board of Supervisors; Dlstrrct Attomey, City
Aftorney;-and. Department of Public Health to- explore the possibility-of creatmga program to grow ‘and

distribute: med{cal marUuana &) Proposmon S'passed with approxlmately 62% ofthe vofe s

In: March 7005 the Board ~of Supervisors: passed Ordinance No. 64- 05, ”Zonmg Jatering Moratonum on
‘Medical’ Cannabls' Dtspcﬂsarles” %2 The ordinance: expressed concern over the significant inérease in- the
nlimber of individuals enrolled in-th 5, vo!untary medical cannabisidentification program, statmg i
.?2{'302}~th."ere iere. approximately 2 200 individials fegistered...and- theré ‘ate now over 5,000 or 7,000
mdrvtduals enrolled”® The trdinance _aoknpwledged that theré& were na mechanisms ._to regulate oF
moniter medical cannabis dispensaries: and therefore Imposed a moratorium on new .medical clubs and
dispensaries, On:November 22, 2005, the Board 6f Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the:San

55 Offlceof the Reglstrar of Vote dn Francisco Voter: Informatiun Pamp}ﬂet and Sample Ballot: PDE. TheSan
Francisca PUblic Library; 1991. Aécessed Octaber29; 2017.
https //sfpl orngdfjmam/gthe!ectlons/NovamberS 1991short; pdf

jons: Database “TheSan Frarusco PublicLibrary. A ccessed Qctober 29,2017,
https //sfpl org/mdex php'r‘p 2000027201&Prothle~&Descrxptlon—&PropLett I: .p&Month &Year—lSQl&submr
t=Search; )

58 The San Francusco Hea]th Commxssmn Nlmutes oF: the Heatth Commlssion Meetmg The San’ Francxsco
O',Accessed October 29, 2017 .

irps: Jfvi sfdph org/dph/flles/hc/HCMms/HCMm2000/HCMm07182000 htm

591bid. Ei & :
60'The Department of Electlons Voter-Guide: NovemberS :2002,PDF. The: C1ty and: County ofSan Francxsco 2002.
Hittps; /]sfpl org/pdf/mam]gxc/electlons/NoveTnberS 2002.pdf, . N
61 “San Frariciscg Ballot’ Propositions Database” The'San Francnsco Public lera" Vi

62 The Sani Francisco Board ofSupemsors .Ordiriance No.'64-05: Zomng Interim’ Moratonum of Medtca]
Cannabls D|spenqanes PDF The. Cuty of San Francisco, 2005 Accessed October 30 2017.

bid;
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Francisco Health Code, wfii(fh‘f'pf_’o;y?;déﬁ codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medjcal
Gannabls dispensaries;®

Desplte the ctty‘s 2005 maratorium on cannab[s dispensaries, San Francisco andits Board of Super\nsors
- continued 16 support cahnabis fer medicinal purposes as’a whole. 1n 2007, the Board of Supervisors
passed Resolution ‘No..:307-07, - acknowledgxng {the] 1mportance of safe and {egal access to miedical
cannabis in:San Francisco.”® The resglution furtherurged the U:S. Attorney’s Office in San.Francisco to
rease’ from investigating and. prosecutingimedical cannabis pro\nders caregivers and patierits.

On.October 7, 2011, California’s four Unfted States Attorneys announced fawenforcerment efforts dgainst

ilegal aperations within‘the for—proﬂtcannabns industry.*® Melinda Haag, the U.S. Attorney General for
Northern.California at the time, threatened landlords-of cannabis- dispensaries located near schools with

pmperty seizure. -

Antrmpatlng the decrfminali'zaﬁon of-adult-use cannabis foradu'lts,'the'San Francisco Board of Supervisors
creafed the Cahinabis State Legalization Task Force in 2015, %8 The task force: is comprised of @ range of
stakeholders “from representatsves iof ‘the Department 'of Public Health; to industry members, and
communlty residents, The task force hosts public' meetings to discuss issues related to the regulation of
adult-use canhabis activity in an effort to: advisé the. City’s po[;cymakers or'the legalization of adult-use
canhnabis. To d_ate ;the task force has credted over 200 recommendations for- corisideration,

Off'ce of Cannabls To coordlnaté cxty departments and state agencxes for the regulatlon of commemal
cannabis actlwty 72018, ,

Arrest Rates iivSan Fraticisco

To better dnderstand which individuals and-communifies-have been dispropartionately itmpacted by War
on Drugs enforcement policies; this section takes available data sets and reviews atrests rates by race,
» gthinicity, and geographic [dcation in the Clty and County of San Erancisco. The arrest.analysis relies on

64 The San Frantiscs-Department of Public Health. Article 33; Medical Gannabis Act. PDF. The City-and County of
San Franidisco, Accessed: October: 30,:2017: https://www.sfdph. org/dph/ﬂles/EHSdocs/MedCannabjs/MCD— o
. Article_33.pdf.

65 The San Frangisco Board of SUpsIVisors: '..Resolutlon No. 307-07: Condenining Pr
by the Federaii overnment. PDE. The City-of San Frahcisco, 2007. A¢cesséd OctoBer:
“http: //sfbos org/ftp/uploadedﬁles/bdsuyavrs/resolutxonsO7/1 0307-07.pdf.

66 ”Cahforma,s Top Federa Law-Enforcement Ofﬁcna!s Announce EnforcementActlons agamst State H Wldespread

o of Medical Marffuana

~

https j/www Jus'nce gov/arch1ve/usao/cac/Pressroom/2011/144a btmlx
67 United States Attorney, Northem District of California. Re: Mari; juana Drspensary at: REDACT ED. C!ty and: County'
of San Franc|sco APN REDACTED PDF KQED Accessed October 30 '2017 http //ww2 Rqed org/news/wp-

} :Cannabls Statﬁ Leglsla‘uon Task Force The San Francisco Department of

68 ”I(nowledgeosharmg & Collab_or‘ano
"Public Health, 2015. Accessed October-29;:2017. https://www.sfdph. org/dph/comupg/knowlcol/csl/default asp.

69 Office of the Controﬂer Budget and Appropriation Ordmance 445-16. PDF: Thes Clty and County of San

Francisca. Accessed October 29;: 2017

hitps //sfcontroller org/5|tes/defa ult/ﬂ]es/ Documents/Budget/FYl?%ZOAZS/ 20FY18A20AAO%ZOFI NAL%20Budget

%20with%20tdils.pdf.

t
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data: prowded by-San Francisco' Polrce {SFPD):and. Shieriff's Départment (SFSO), and featifes comparable
statewide ‘statistics, publrshed by the California Criminal Justice Statistics Center and. posted on the
Aftorney General’s Open Justice'site {DQJ; 2017).. '

A broadera‘r’raly’s‘rs"oféllclru‘g‘ arrests was conducte d largely by-the Center on Juvenile:and Crinminal Justice
(CICI), which has issued a'series of reports detailinga pattern: ofracially dlscnmlnatory arrest.practices. ih.
,San Fle ncxsco pamcularly for drug offenses]“ The anal ysrs begms WJth CJCJ’s revrew of a]l drug attéstsin
ure, sale;
and large quantrty drug possessron Tl'llsl eport then analyzes San Frant:lsco S cannablsar rests from 1990~
2016. The cannabis arrests captured.in the data set mclude felony charges and-custadial mxsdemeanors
and infractions.”™ | stdemeanors ‘primarily ihvolve low=quantity possession; though possession -of less
‘than an ounce was downgraded toan infractioh in:2011. : :

SEPD-and SFSO data have several deficlencies. in how race and ethmqtv are. treated ‘Most crur:rally,,
Hispanic/Latino €thnicity” is: posited as a type ‘of racial 1dent|ty in the data, erasing the nudrice of
race/eth mc;ty within the Latino-community. Hlspamc coded arrests.also anly represented less than 1%:0f
arrests from 1990~ 2016 a level that is- highly inconsistent-with available. conviction data for that time
period. Th other words, it Ts ‘Jikely Latino arrests are disttibuted @mongst “White” and other ‘faclal
-categories, whrch may undermme the valrdrty ofarrest rates; across. raual categones '

Tn response to the lackof data on adult H’spa mc/Latmo cannabis arrests, CIC) supplemented therr analysrs
‘with statistics- from ‘the San. Francisco Juvenile Probation Department (SFIPDJ. (2017) which ‘more
accurately reflect how drug arrests différ by race And ethmcrty ‘amongst Juvemles. Furthermore, the
analysis of cannabls affests is corifined 16 ‘examining - Affican American cannabis afrests percentages
refative'totheit-percentage of the population; rather than'in ¢smparisohto'the arrest rates of cther racial
groups: To compare drugarrests across populationis, CJC) calciilated arrest rates by: drvrdmgtotals by-state.
Department of Finance: populatlons for each age group;; gender and race. S :

Drug “Afrests Analysrs 1977- 2016

CIcks study of. clrug arrest data for felony charges found srgmﬁcant Fiiic uatlons ifi the Clty § drug faw
enforcement, prlmarlly rnvolvmg Afncan Amencan arrest rates. Thew key rrndmgs mcluded

. Fram. 1080 to the mrd»19905 San Francrsco s.racial pattems in enforcement of drug taws roughly
. resembled those statewide. Still, African Amerlcans in San Francisco ware 416 5:times more:
{ikely totbe arrested for drug felonies prlor to the friida 19905 thanthen: proportlon ofthe total
poptlation Would predict; . , S .
¢ From, 1995—2009 ‘San Francisco: expenenced an, explosror\ i drug felony afrests of African
Americanhs thaf. d|_d:,not occur elsewheré Tnithe state, tor:for. other racial categories in S,a,n
‘Francisco: ' ' )
& 'From?2008 -~ 2016 ‘the City's declifig’in drug arrests fof all Faces was farger‘than. occurred
’statewrde
From2010- 2016 drug arrests fell sharply forall: races’ i San Francisco from 2010° through'
2016. in 2008 @ humber-equalto.8.7% of San Franeisco’ sAfrlcanAmemcan populatron was
-arrested” for drug felonies: Tn 2016, the-numberhad. dropped 16-0:7%:

70.5ee Appendix A- Ceiter on Juvenils afid Crimifial ustice Drug Arrests Report, 2017;
7T 5§e~Ap}jendlx'B. Full List of Cannahis Specific Statutes Reviewed.
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e  Fromtheir 2008 peak, drug felany rates fell:92% among African Americans and by 84% among
non-black races in the City (D01, 2017). These decliries weré fnuch Jarger than occurred
elsewhere in.California {79% for African Amer.cans, % for other races).

Figure 3.San Franmsco talony drig arrests: by race; per IOO 000 population, anhual averages (1977-
2016) .

6,692 6526 sar 07

. 135 oy _ 782 pary
392 # B 464 3

197779 1980-84 198589 1090-94 Yoghing 2000-04  2005:09  2010-14 2015 2016
Bl - ====Nonhlacl
.SourcesCicI (2017} - ‘ T

«. Whilesome of the declifie ifi felony drrests 1 due'to recent state reforms fo reclssity many -

felony-driig offerises as niisdemeanors, misdemeanor drug atrests alsofell by'90% in San
Francisco from-2008 to 2015, also amuch {arger decline thanstatewnde

© Racial disparities in 2016 have narrowed from' the peak year; 2008, wher African Amencans in
S4n Fraficisco vere:19.2 fimes miore likely- than non-black San Franciscans, and 4.5 times more
likely-than African Americans elsewhere in California, to be arrested for a drug felony,

© Evenat foday's much lower levels, However, large racial disparities persist. In 2016, African
Americans.in'Sai-Erancisco- experlenced felony drug-arrest rates 10 fimes: hlgherthan San
Franciscans of other races;4rid 2.4 times. hrgher than African Ameri; ‘ns elsewhere in California.

L2 ;Among youth (a very small samp]e) Latines dre now: twiceds llkeiy ds African Americans, five.
times more.likely than whites, and. nearly 10 times.more fikely than Asians. to be arrested fora
-drug felony;




Figure 4. Juvenilefelory drug arrests per100,000 population age:10-17, San Francisco vs. rest of
Califotnia, 2009 vs. 2016

“MALE FEMALE
A{(ican o
Fclony Drug Arresl Rate Amcﬁcan Wmte Hizpanic

White . Hispenic’  Asian
2,531 33739, 915, 2.7 | 3,4184. 593 308 3

SourcertJEI {2017)

& -African American girls and young-women were-until recently argeted for criminal Jaw

-énforcernent at much higher rates.in Sar Francisco in comparison tozal] ‘-d"cﬁer‘demograbhf&

:,grcnps in'the City. In"2007 {the peak year for youth drug-arrésts), San Francisca’s ‘Aftican

22

American’fernale youth accounted for 40%of the felony drug arrests of Africari Amar can fema]e

" Netthsin £ alifornia: ‘and. had-afrést rates.50 times higher’ thanthelr counterparts in other

-counties., in 20714~ 2016 ~onlyone Afrlcan American: female youth was.arrested in San Francisco’

fora drig felony:.
e 11,2007, 125 of the City's 265 youth: éhﬂgfébny-‘arrés‘teesv&zere Latinos, 112 were African

-Arigticaris, and 12 were Asians. In 2016, seven were Latinos, one Was African American, tivo

were-Asjans, gnd Hone were Whlte

i

e Racial patternsin: drug arr ests do not match’ racnal pattems in drug-abuse. Ofthe 816 P jf ple
' i the five-year, 2011-2015 perlod 55%:
African Amalcans 10% wete Latmos, and 9% were Asians.

HSan Francisco durin

who died from abusing |
Weré Hon-Latind Wh]tes; 22/:‘ weit
In-contrast; 43% of the city’s 6,587 drug felonyarrests. durmg

Lannabis Ar?éstﬁ; '1990-2016‘
Patterns simi
ralated: felony-and cUstodla"

|sdemeanor afrests. A

farto-those found in CJCIs andiysis are apparent when spec:ﬁca!ly exammlng cannabis-
{emonstrated it Figure 5 below, from 1990-2016,
Black? individuals. represent an increasingly larger percentage ‘of total cannabis-related arrests In Saf

Francisco: Though latino arrests were not: discermble from the datasét, Asiary canhabis‘arrests reflected

only 1% of the total arrests'from 1990 1o 2016.-

7, Arrests,_ re ramaﬂy _ ded in; the data as "B for B]ack or Afrlcan Amigtican inthe SFSO cannabis arrests data set

yneaningindividuals from the African diaspora: 1hay also. be reflected in‘the data. This. section of the: analysxs

-addresses.the Black- populauon mSan Francisco with-an understanding thatan overwhelming majority of Black

‘#frests. hkely irivolve Afrlcan Amerlcans
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‘Mupiberof Arrests
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e Biael it Al oS

Source:SFSO arrest:data (1990:2016)
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The Jump in tatal arrests Tn 2000 Was accompanied by a jumpiin the di‘,spropor‘tiona!ify ‘of siaék" arrests,
Arrestsincreased by 160% between 1899 and 2000; fromi 1164 to 3042, The percent of arrests featuring
Black detainees went up from 34% to 41% of ali‘armests, a 20% increase. Despite the high percéntage of
B1ack cannabis arrests BlackSan Franmscans comprlsed 7.8% Of Saf Franicisco’s popu;atlon in 2000. Even
as the number of total arrests drastically falls around 2011 after the downgradmg of mlsdemeanor
cannabis possessnon 10 af _:nfractlon Black cannabl Arrests 353 percentage of total arrests hovers around
50%. As- Flgure 6'shows, Black peopfe only tepreserited 6% of San Francisco’s popuiat;on in2010.

P:‘gure_ 6. Percentof Blacl('.Can'habls'AEresiS-'Cdmpa.red t’.O:BJackPopula_tlcm:m S‘an Francisca (1990_—2016)

g

3

e "*’ﬁ"‘u%‘ix % c}f wtsl Fr::;::u*‘{wt ﬂw——-amd o ;gichaxz_gu ;
SOURCE SFSOArrests Data (1990~2016) S, Census: (1990 2000, 2010), American. ammumty Stirveys (2016)
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identifying Disadvantaged Commiunities:

As indicated by the racial disparities i San Francisto arrest and bodking rates, the War on Drugs has -

produced disparaté arrest rates across racial groups. And while rates of drug use and sale are

commensurate acrosstacial lines (see Figure 7); Black-and Lating communities intéract with the criminal
justice: system, ificluding via. atrests, bookmgs 4nd.’ lncarceratlon at'a rate far higher than their White,

counter bal‘tS.

Figure 7. Cannabis Use by Race (2‘00’1-2,0"10)'

There is-a clear felat;onshnp between race; the. cnmma!justxce systan, and économic opportumty, both'
‘inSan Faricisco-and natlonally An. Obdma White House Report, Economic:Perspectives-on Incarceration
analysis to tnderstand’ the: costs; benefits, and
consequences of criminal justice po];mes Notably, the feport pomts out that having a eriminal:record in:
the'U.S. friakes it mare difficult: tofird employment and those whao have beeh mcarcerated #arh 10to-40.
o} € reports a]so ‘estimates that rates:
of parental incarceration are 2 to 7 times higher for Black and Hispanic:children than White children, and.
parental incarceration is a strong nsk factor fora fitimber of-adverse’ outcomes, mcludlng butnot limited.
to mental health problems, school dropout and tnemployment., Fmally, the report concludes that

and: the: "Criminal Justice' System,” tses econor

percent less than similar workers without a ry-of incarceration.?* T

consequences: of interactions with:the criminal justice system. can include.not: only-negative impacts on

; 'employment Pt also health, debt; transportatioti, hélising, and food security, and ona Hational level,

73https /,’obamawhltehouse archlves gov/sﬂes/default]ﬂ esipage/frles/20160423 cea_incarceratiofi_criminal | just.

feeipdf -

7 Executive Sumniaty, bage:5: “Recent job application expetiments find that. app]rcan’cs with criminal records Were !
50 percent 1éss likely to:receive an intetview request 67 job offef; relative to. identical applicants with rio crlmlnal
‘record -andthese disparities'were larger for Black applicants” .

SRS A SN
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these impacts afe ”dlspropomonately borne By Black aitd Hispanic mén, poot individuals; and individuals:
With hlgh rates of mental iliness and substance: abuse 775,

Overail" the Whlte House repmt makes clear that mteract;ons wuh the mmmal Justrce system, mcludlng

| acpeison:: w. | $46,00 | $52,650 | 459,750 | ‘$65,800. $71,100 | $7635¢ 0| $86,900 | ‘
S| AME SR S : ¢t

| $205;350: | $113

?5 Concluszon,

& pdf . . o .
76CAHCD Incomé Limits for2017, hft%p-;llvyww;hcd‘;ca.:gqv/.grant‘s‘.eft.’rr.i&h'ﬁﬂ?dme%ﬁm;its/st;ateand.—federat—
iicome-liriits/docs/inc2k17.pdf '




atior of L ‘w-rfﬁcojjmeﬂo‘u_seh'(':'[d‘é at ot Below 80% of Median Incorme by San Francisco
Census Tract.with Cannabis Bookings by Arrest Location (2010-2017) ‘ '

% of Low-income
Households.
0% - 26%
27% =39%
40% - 55%




To further undetstand - which communities within the. City have expenenced 2 dlsproportlonately high
number ofarrests and po+entlal ecohomic disadVantage as aresult, the map ih Flgure 10 isfurther refined
e show census tracts with both a high number‘of low income holiseholds {defiried as <80% AWMl anda
e ber of caninab ted drrests; The mediaripercentage of. Jow-inconie households: across
: ASan Franclsco census tracts is-40:2%: accordmg to .census data.. Addl‘cnonal]y, ‘the ‘median. number .of
;bookmgs per 100 people across census ‘tracts for-2010-20164Was 0. A3, Tnerefore the fiap in Figire 10
hi ghllghts allcenisus tracts that meet the: foll owing‘cwo cnterla

‘ 4 Apercentage of]ow-mmme households: h|gher than the medlan value of 40 2%
C "9» Bookmgsper 100 persons in the 70th percentlle hlg rather greater than 0; 83

0197 possible census tracts, 43 met both criteria and are representéd in blue i Figre 10 below,




Figure 10. ‘Tracts with loW income populdtion (<80% ANI) above median pefcentage and bookings per
100 persons abgve'Zth“peréénfi!é
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As Flgures 10: ahd 11 show, more than half of the quahﬁed census tracts faII i, Bayv:ew Hunters Pomt the-

anafysm does not estabhsh dlrect correlatlon between cannabls arrest and Iow~mc im househoids For'
mstance the: hlgh number of. students TESldmg in Lakeshore may: be & driving factor behind the. lower-
l : ) L than the high-cannabis arrest rates: However; given.
the eX[stmg hterature oh thé. relatronshlp between écononiicopportunity and the Waron Drugs thetracts
jdentified above are the places where that relatmnshlp is most likely: to have had an adVerse ecohomic:
fripact. '
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Existing Cannabis Ind ustry Data. ) -

leen the mfancy of the legal cannabis market and the continued ilficit. nature bf the industry it a federal
tontext, there is a deafth of quality deémographic data ofi tannabis if dustry professionals: The existing
industry, as discussed in this section, reliesonsmall sample surveys, ‘which limits-confidence in how these
numberscan beapplied tolarger populatlons However, these surveysare our best lookinto thig emerglng
industry.

National lndustry

Matfjuana Business: Paily‘conducted an anonymous online. poll -of 567 selffidentified cannabis industry
busmess owners. and ; ¥ecltives, sheddmg somé: light .on the composition of ‘the natlonal Tnarket. o
Ethnicity was not treated distinct. from ‘tace ih the Maruuana ‘Business Daily survey; mstead requiring.
Latino respondents to choose between responding to the survey with-their race ortheir ethmcnfy, not
Both, it should be noted that this has: implications:for the data’s ‘atcuracy. Still,-according'to the survey,
19% of respondents were racial/ethnic minorities; though racial/ethnic mmormes comprise.38.7% of the
national population. Under representation affects non- Hispanic Afncan Americans.and Asians aswell as.
Hlspanlc/Latmo commiunities. Non-Hispanhic Affican Aniericans.and latihos face. the- hlghest Jevel. o(
dzsproportlonahty, each owring ‘only a third of the market that their share of the. national populat
would imply.

Figufe 12 Survey of Race & Ethhicity in the National Carmabis Industry

= S0 Wariiane Busiiesy Oviers & Founders:

ceciAanerican.

WonHERERET -

Source: Wiarijuaha Busiriess Dally{2017), American:Community. ;Surfyey-('zb'l'G)

"Maruuana Busmess Daily (https ]/ mjbizdaﬂv com/Women-minorities-marijuana-industry/)



cal fomla Industry

Almost.athird of respondenta tothe. Marijuana. Busmess DalIy survey reported that theif busmess
headguarters were in California, Thisis re,ﬂectlve of California’s share of the pational market; in which
California accourited for 27% of 2016 legal market sales.”® The state also boasts the highest. percentage
of mmon’cy—owned canhabls busmesses, accorchng to the survey. Over 23%: of {Californid respondents
were racial minorities. in comiparisorn to the-state’s total population, which is 61% z:omprrsed of
facial/ethnic.minorities, there is still s1gnn°|cant A Inder representation in the mdustrv

FJgure 13 Survey of Race & Ethmcn‘.y in the California. Carmabrs Industry

i arfuans Busle Gumes & Fourders. i of Totat Popuistion

hiprHEparict C v speniflEie |

*Note: The chart above assumes ull Suryey respondents thatdid nof: Ident/fy as Hrspanlc/ Latino:are. non—Hlspumc, howaver th;s
may notbethe cosegiven tespondents Werenot.given the option to-idéntify-both thefrrace ond, ethmcrty

‘Sturce: Marijuana Bsiness Dally {2017), American Community Survey.(2016)
San Francisco.Industry
A smaﬂ 77—person survey ccmducted by the San Francrsco chapter of the Ca rﬁarma GrOWers Assocratmn

or, ethmc mlnorlty Th' isa ) _f, 1an; .' T ,stry as reﬂected bythe Maruuanar
Biisiniess Daily:Survey, ,eanmg thie Sah, Francrsco market may bé a.heavy influence onthe Ievel of
diversity in California’s cannabis industry, “Siill, + racial and ethnic:minorities ate 58%: of Sari Francisco’s
total population (ACS 2016); 26 percentage points higher than the percentage of rac ( {
minority business operators In‘the stirvey, The Asiah: commumty is especially underrepresented inthe
Jocal market representmg 34% of the San Francrsco popu!atron bt only 8.5% of ¢arinabis business

THSEWeekly — hitp://wvw. sfwigekly.com/news/california-leadsnation-fn-legal-mafijuana-sales/ .

r
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operators. Additionally, 31% of marijuana business operators responding o the survey were female, a
figure well below parity. :

Figure 14. Survey of Race & Ethnicity in the San Erancisco Cannabis Industry

BT Wiarijians Business Opieraors & % of Toral Popuisricn

Whité hicho Ameican.

Mars

ENote: The chart-above uisimes Gif survey respondents that dld notidentify s Hispanic/ Latino are tion-Hispnic; hgwever this
maynot be the cdse: Sdurce: CA Growe co Chapter (2017); American Communily. Survey (2016)

rs Association - San Frafic
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v, B_érﬁé’r”s”tqﬁnf;ryf

Key Barriers to Entry intathe Adult-Use Cannabis Market

This'section. provides ar overview of factors or barriers that can miake éntry Trito theé- aduft—use cannabis
market difficult: The barfiers-to entry.identified in Figure. 15.are not an exbaustive list, but rathera list of
key factors that may be-particularly difficul{ to overcome for communities that have been

dxspropomonately impacted by cannabis drug enforcement. Equity program coniponents should be
designed to mifigate these hafriers,

| Access to Capital or Financing’

- Financial | Accessto Real Estate

e Llcengng and.Reguiatory Fees

: Busmess Ownershlp

~| Legal and Regul‘ato’ry
Technical :

{ Tax

| Awareness of Eqmty Programsf'

" Criminal Backgroundchecks

. ; Géééréphv
Other = :

| Distrustin Government:

Financial Batfiérs

Allnew businesses face financial requi’_ fes to-enter'a newmarket. Actess tocapital or bhisiness,

financing s necessary topurchase, the' equipment; and labor to get any-business.up and riinning, For
jridividtials: dlsproportlonately targeted for drug enforcementand consequently,: dlsadvantaged socio~
ec@nomlcally during theé last'decadas of ariniabis prohlbmon, thiese finanidial barriers cin ba particularly
difficultto-overcome,

: “ma uuana~relatedmfractlons ‘can be a substantlal burden for youngand low—
intome- people and was "partlquarly acutefor b[adcpeopie and youngmen and boys.” The ¢umdilative
effect of economlcaﬂy dvantaged neighborhoods that have been. disproportionately targeted with
enforcement (often With punitive rierietary fi ines) meéans that many individuals do not havethe personal
capital to invest in'g new husiness,
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- ‘Additionally, these individuals:are less likely to be ableto: secure:‘fradrtio‘nal bUélnessﬁnan’dng or evelr
open traditional checking-accounts: associated with-their. busmess As major bahks are federally
regulated and canhabis remalns illegal at’ ‘the-federal level, miost barks: refuse to offer services to
,cannabrs businesses. Wrthout the initial capital to launch a business venture orto sustam operatmg
costs uriti] profits are realrzed tnese individuals are rendered unable o enter the adult-use cannabrs
market.

Atcéss to Real Estate:

Closely related to financing, buit of acute concern ih San Francisco, s access to real estate. New
businesses néed a location fram which to operate; and San Francisca has an extremely competitive real
estate market with some of the highest rerits and lowest vacancy fates for commerual andretall . ¢

. propertres Economrca]Iy-dlsadvantaged mdrvxduals fay find. San:Francisco real.estaté to be prohrbrtlvely
expensive, arid. carmabrs entrepreneurs may- fmd ‘banks upwilling fo- extend loans,

chensmg and’ Regulatory Feés

Lanhabis: busmesses mtendmg to- operate inSan Francrsco will be requlred to obtaina llcense and pay
any applicable fees to: legally -opefate a: business. In: addition fo feesfor the license: ltself these fees’ may
Anclude. regulatory Costs: (e.g, burldmg mspe jon,-security requrrements) aswell'as license renewal fees
10 continue-operations. Costly licenses: combined-with complex regulatory requrrements . .
disproportiohately disadvantagé lowerincorme. ftidividuals.

Technical Bamers

Techmcal bamers to en‘cry mclude asp :

: :ivof busmess plannmg, ownershlp expertrse, and. operat[onal

Busmess QWI’IEI'ShIp

]nd”vrduals startmga new busmess may lack the technlcal knowledge related 10 busrness plan crea’i_on,
accountlng, [o]5 sales forecastlng that are beneﬂcral to any new venture Whrle these busmess pr actlces

irechmques and manufacturmg processes used m speclallze ‘,_.,Pro 'cts that are compllant wrth San
Francisco regulatioris. '

Legal and Re_qulatory

‘Compliance with the Iegal and regulatory requlrements surraundi ingan adultzuse: cannabrs busrness is-an
unpredictable barrierto: enfry given the cufrent unestablishad regulatoryframework. Capnabis
businesses: will requiresa licehse to operate from both the State aln‘ornra and the Crty and County of
San Francrsca Safy Francisco renslng process and Cond’tlons for peratlon are not yet estabhshed and
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Tax

Cannabis busmesses wrl! he Subject to traditional state and’ local busifiess’ takes thatoften requrre some
‘amount of expemse to.'ensure proper comphance Further comphcatmg matters is that cannabis
‘businesses will be subject to a.state and local tax system that has not yet been fully established, Witholt
a.clear Picturé of the tax regime, entrepreneurs arelinable to estimate their tax burden ven if they
could-accurately forecast all other costs. In this atmosphere; well:funded businesses that can bujld in a

3]

finanicial contingency for unforeseen fax liability wil have an advantage overless economically=-
‘advantaged vehtures.

_Amrene'ss'~bf’Equ'ity"~Programs

A program is only_ .helpf,ul,howeye_r, 1f AC:Itl,e‘S a,nd,states condugt the necessa:y stakeho__]der outreach 'such
‘that’potentially eligible gjér'sdns are-aware of the program a'nd its benefits as-éarly as pdsSible

'The equrty compohent of h;:ensfng becomes particular! y‘important when the total number of cdnnabis’
busmesses are capped 4t a certain iumbet; given: that well-resourced operators will be ableto move’

toward licensing faster..In.a capped licensing framework, there is mcreased urgency to ensure that
potenhaily»eliglb]e applicants are educated on the equity program before applications are-accepted, so '
that'they are not‘crowded out of a finite number of ficensas.

Criminal Barriers

Caltfornia’s Proposition 64 states that applicarnits canfiot be denied a'cannabis business licerise solely
because'ofa prior drug convictign. it im rtant to recognize; however, thata state license is not the.
only barrierto entry that cah he related £0 &: drug cofviction: A ctirminal récor d ¢an limit an. mdwlduaf’
ability:to'gain employment, apply for governmenirassrstance, or aven’ ‘obtain afoan: i the:ease of
individuals convicted of a. drug offense, these cumulative eﬁects coupled with fines, court costs,
incatrceration, and other subsequent drsadvantages cati be insurmountable. )

1l

Background Checks

While Propositicn 64 statés that drug offenses will fiot baran individual from. hcensure otherentities
‘thatan entrepreneur mayencounter can “still utilize background chicks: For example, a bank can utilize
a background check-as part of evaluating a lgan- application. Proposition 64 does fiof require!
expungement of previous- canpiabis é6hvictions from. mdrvndual’s crimifal records theaning that a
riminal record can still pose a barriet to entty for many applicants,

‘Qther Barriers

Geography

Geography can pose as a barrietio entry: whenaﬁowable zones far cannabis businesses are too. far from
potentrat entrepreneurs ‘WHil&:Sati Francisco’s recreational canfiabis regu[atrons are not yet establlshed
many s cities restrict where these businesses ¢an exist through zening. Geography will be animportant
Consideration to balancein- eventual regulation:.on one hand, nelghborhoods that have:been.
dxsproportronately impacted, by the-War on:Drugs. should have aceessto thee busiriess opportunltles
provided by this-new market; ori the other thereare unknowrn-and potentlaﬂy negative Empqcts {such as
health 1mpacts) of these businesses on the: surrounding nelghborhood andthey should not be:
concentrated in areas already:reeling from: disproportionate drug enforcemetit,
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Distrust in Goverriment

Afi important barrier to entry to address isithe perception of the current c]xma’ce surroundmg cannabls
anid legalization. Whlle some individuals may feei encouraged that Iegahzatton of-:commercial and
retreational marguana may’ mltlgate hlstorlcally racist drug enfor cernent, others may wonder why a,
tannabis conviction will stay on-an‘individual’s criminal record or how the state will handle federal
tequests for information about cahriabis business: perators The currént’ambiguity drotind What is legal
at the local, state, and fedaral Jevels inay create abamerm entry among ponuJatlons that do. nottrust
the government to acti in thetr bestinterest:

As discussed in the Equity Analysis séé’tion of this report: atrest and conviction of cannabis offenses have
:dzsproportlonately affected commumtles of-color, despite:studies showing relatively similar rates ofuse

_ . I'this contékt, trust betweenithese commiinities and the' police or
_gavemment has-been ow These commumtles may be partxculariy wary of establtshmga regmered
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Vi Cannabm Equrty Program Benchrharking
Overview o'f Péer»JU'rfsdiUﬁohs:’-"Effé'r'fojn Equity in Adult-Use:Cannabis Implemeéntation.
Since the !egaliza’aon ofmedical and aduJ* Usé cannabis in.several statés acioss the country, many Gities

and states’ have récognized the inequities imposed by the War-on.Drugs:and xmplemented programs to
achieve equity goals and mitigatée barriersto entry into t‘usemergmg market.

This section provides & broad overview of equity - frameworks in other jurisdictions that are ajready
experimenting with 6r implementingequity programming in'aduli-use cannabis. For a surmmary-overview:
of equity program components: and associated mitigated barriers: to entry discussed in the: previous.
section; see Appendix C.

To synthesize vaﬁou‘s‘ bossible equity programmatic elements-as well-as key considerations and lessons’
leartied, the Controller’s Officef reseatched local and state adult-use cannabis programs and-conducted
telephone interviews withthe following peer }Ul‘lSdlCthl‘\S

¢ Oakland, CA

& Los Angeles, CA

w  Denver, LO

» Massachgsetts

California sfa‘re law -tegarding -cannabis: delegates- much ‘autonomy ta focalities over flcensure @hd,
regulatlon of .€annabis operatiohs, Oakland is the only city in:i the coUntry 1o curently- have an
lmplemented cannabisequity ptogram: Los Angeles presented a Cannabis Social Equity Analys;ls toits Clty
Council in-October:2017, detailing recommended ¢riteria for equity programming. As the only Cahfomla.
peers experimenting. With’ equity frameworks, both are profiled in detailin the ﬁgures below. *

Massachusetts s also consideri ing eqlity- concepts bt operates oha very d;fferent](censmg system than
California -as the state retains moré tontrol over licensure. arid regula’tlon ‘Denver’ dogs fiot have-an
establjshed equity program, but- has been licensing adult-use cannabis since 201479 and is at importaiit.
comparison as it was the first1 major ity 1o legalize adult-use'of canriabis. Finally, a iumber of states have;
recently experlmented with equxty concepts: for either fnedical oradult-use cannabls whmh aré also
summarized at the-end of this section:

®The Denver Collaborafive Approach; Leadifig-the way fn miinicipal mafijuana fanagement (2017 Aniriual Report):
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Oaldand |,

,iwell—developed programs focused an cannabxs equlty inthe natfon Although l’( currently only apphes

tedical dlspensary permits; Qaklahd intends to open the_jprogram to adult-use apphcants ag the State
begins to isstie: adult-use permits in 2018
condition§ o qu:allfy for eligibilityin

.‘ z(i');anibakland“res;idenﬂ, ”
" {2) earn B0% a’:;;l’ejs‘s‘ of Oakland :a\}erage jrned'ga'n income‘i(éész;s.s"():),

{(a) have. hved Within 21 h'gh enforcementpol:ce o (b) have been arrested and convrcted of a.carinabig E
beats for10 of last 20 years. : o crxme in Oakland after 1996 '

il _ X Ame, the permlttmg of. cannabls busmesses has’ )

' been restrlcte' ’such that permlts must beissued: to quity-and.general appl}cants ata 1:1 ratio= if one
equity- apphcant is permitted, one genera[ applicanit can be permitted. After this initial phase, permlts will
be, Jssued on.a ﬁrst—come Frst—served baSIS but equlty apphca nts will be ehglble for additional beneﬁts

- Ihcubator
. | Program:

al consultants and nonprofits to provme Hothi bus‘ ess

' Techmcal ) b’techmcal aSSJstance, sach'as busmess plaii workshops

“Assistance . s
{ndustry. — © 7} Ozkland has alsa. partnered with Iona! organlzatlons 16! provrde cannabls~spec1ﬁc assmtance,‘_ N
| Technical - -~ | suchas cultlvator permltcompllance classes o

: QASSIStance

Eqmty apphcan’cs canTeceivezero: 1nterest startup:] ]oans to.cover the costs of estabhshfng a
| capnabis bosiness, +

:F,e'e;Waj've[gf = Equity:applicants:are not assessed.a fee for Qavkland;.;(:fity permitting..

£ o
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Oakdand has been accepting applications under this equity. framework since- the end of May 2017 {see
Figtre 18). It has bes traclking data regarding general and-equity applicants, and currently. have 216
completed appllcatlons with a‘ratio of 106 genera! appﬁcan’cs to-110. equity-applicants. I’ addltlon 27
anpllcam:s apphed gs.an. lncubator with 17 more expressmg interest m becommg an incubator,®

anure 18, G kiand Apphcant Data Mav 2017—Sept 2017) -

General Applications {non-equity)
.Equlty Appchatlons(based on residency)’ | o éS" )
Equlty Apphcatlcms (based on conwctlon) v':': 25

| Total Complete Applications | 216

As- the -orily major city to-have an implemented 'equ‘ﬁy program, Qakland s instructive in what ‘it
implemented in its equity programand what it is- seeing during the early stages of- permitting. Figure 19
below isd surmimary of Oakland’s key components ofits: equity programming. and a briefdiscussion of key

considerations.and lessons ledrned. Green bullets represent. potentlally advantageous factors, while red
bullets md:cate potenual challenges

The programis tedto hlgh -canndbis-enforcement zones or cannabts convic
: ~ swhich c[early defmes the ehglble population..
1 :g{fgj[jjﬁt'yc‘rjtérla: @ Dnly'Oakland resxdents are’ ehglble, which does ot actount for recent years of

ns;.

de Oak!and

L ,.reSIdents convu:ted anywhere outsxde the cnty :

‘. Ensuresa mandatory.level bf participation by eljgible applicarits WhlJE other program S
«£Lonponents are:established.

@ Guards agamst eoiity appl cants:bemg crowded out offimited number of permits by

{-Ofe-for-Ope ‘more wel]-resourced competitors. :

L perniitting . |® _,xal bottlerieck if there are insufficient equity agplicants (carrent data |

Framework . from Oakland does noft showthis to.hé:the: case}: -

9 . Oakland caps dlspensary permits:at eightannually: This'means that whilethalf ofnew

cﬁspensanes willbe from equity appllca ts the discrete number of permrts isTow: {four)

| ticubator

B On fapblnles“to ,eal estate* other potent1a1 beneﬁts Ilke money, technica[ assistance, of - |
“gguipment are fiot” included.

0 Py interview with Cityof Oaldand, X
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The pmgram provides a benefirito well-resourced applicants-who have'the space:and/or |
cdpital to prewde benefits to equﬁ:y apphcants Small-and medium-sized operators are
relatrvc-ly dlsadvantaged agamst larger competltors who' can: afford thls beneﬂt

g'qwspakngnam' minimize,ci'ty }sraffb'uhne;ieyemgjﬁg -

Blisiness & Use'of'comractéd cir'gém’zé_t_i_'o‘
Technical’ -k local: industry expertlse

Assistance. {'&  Contractingrequires up—front fundt mg Before adult USe’rax revenue is collected

& Provxdes sxgnufcant"beneﬁt to equlty apphcants Who WO ld OtherWlSE be unab[e to:

Zerointerast & J ;
Lloans: & 'The progrnm is dependentup tax: ed b "permlts to bulld up engugh.
’ : “Tnitial capxtaT to begin issuing funds, but fund ' stream are: potentraliy lirmited by the

] dlspensary cap and the one—for-one permlttlnﬂ frameWork :

fLas'An"gélés

Los Angeles” equnty progfam has notyet been established In gity-ordinance, but. anin-depth equ;ty report:
“was:delivered fo the City’Counicil in October Wwith recorimendations that provrde guidance én'a potentlal

program framework: The. report provided. -options: for: both program eligihility and-services that will be

offered to qualifying applicants: Whilemany.options were presented, the city.ordinance has not yet been

assed; so it is curreptly unknown hat exact, components will be lmplemEHted As.commercial permit

'ap" cations will be a\/aslable startmg in:December 2017, Los Ahgeles an’clcnpates that Jts equity. program

will'be.implemented as early: assprmg 2018. ’

Los Angeles ‘hasproposed:; havmg two Wihidows for: apphcants The First: window will' permit,already-
es,abitshed med;cal cannab S dlspensanes that ‘have been comphant wnth c1ty reguiations‘ The Seccmd'

for a quahfxed eqmty apphcant (50% genera] and.;-.,SOA equlty permlts),._ Thlé ehe for~one framework is.
recommended tor contmue for the liferof: theequity program, wmch is currently undetermined.,

{space oOF assxstance and caplta]) to 3 qualn‘xed applxcant
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‘Figtire 20. Los Angeles Equity Program Recomimended Eligibility Tiers.

Co o Ter s Convicted of
© 7 cannabis crime?

e 2iimmediate
fe-—m familyconvicted.of.
E ‘cannabls crime*

“Tier 3y Lives or Has lived:
i bighcanniabls
enforcament arca™

Tierd: Nonxqualifying
pessmss gpplicants-épdorsed by ‘ .
Neighlinrhood Council :

*ist glso qaalfjff,as
iy dncoine:



”Eanh txer of elrglb[lmj corfies wnth 2 different suxte of benefuts or programmmg offered-to the apphca'\t'as.

.86

Priority

{ Permitting |
Processing |- Assistal

Business

e | Training -

Fee

“Waivers,

Loan
Program

l.hédvbatqr/
Partnérship
Program

Ther

Low-income resident of LA
with:a prior caninabis

| conviction'in CA; -

Low-iricome resident of LA

- with-immediate family
| ‘member-convicted ofa ..

cannabis-telated crime in

| CA

"Low-income resident of LA
- who lives or haslived in.

ligible distn'bt's'.

| Non- quahfymg apphcants ’

who are endorsed by:a
Neighiborhood Council.
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Frgure 22 provrdes detarls regardrng proposed benef‘ ts offered to equrty apphcants

“Waived Fegs - { permitt d inspection faes for qualifyl

"No- or Low-Interest

Loans : City-managed loan fund offering'no;of low-interestloans to eligible applicants:

GeneraT apphcants cail provrde space of capltal to ehglble apphcant to be. e.rgrb[e for
| @tax rebate'and:potential qualification-as Tier4 equity applicant. Equrty permittees
would also receive tax rebate.

tcubator/Industry
Partnership (Type 1),

!'n‘ccr’ba'tor/'ln_dus_fry‘ A _ Landlords with currernitly unpermrtted cannabls operatlons (w"uch Is pumshable by
‘ Partnership (Type 2) ‘punitive ﬁnes) tan receive fing Waivers if they provide space to equity applrcants
Technical Assistance »Assistance wrth navrgatron of Crty permrttlng reqmrements and complrance

"Crty-owned property not elrgrble ?or affordable housing; may bemade avarlablefor

| City Proparty :free ‘ar reduced rentto equity apphcants

‘.~ 2~~ = _.:. bl I —— .. A....‘
| onditional Approval ' Equr‘yapphcant- s may: be ehgr efor conditional approval a.oermrrtwr_thour

1 -securing] real estate for thelr.operation.

In addmon 1o equity program components-for which only. eirg-o[e perfitiees qualrfy, the: Los Angeles
report 456 récommends several general conditions o programs;. such as workforce-¢ommitments ard
diversity. plans from new permlttees comimunity reinvestment; education programs; and expungement-
events in hrghly~rmpacted communrtres, which-are further'detailed in Figure 23 below.

. 1 A stteamlined periitting structure:and:a suite of development standards: wﬂl reduce
| Streamlining | ‘pperational downtime spent in application review, which disproportionatelytmpacts Tow-.

1 income applfearits.

Pﬁasad N 'After already exrstmg medlcai busmesses are permrtted (grandfathered), equrv and "gén’érfa! . :'
Permitting appIncamswrﬂ_‘be'permrtted on. a1 for 1 basis’ {50% permits'to &gty apphcants) -
Education & . '.Outreach and' edUCatronal programs targeted to potennal apphcants to spread ‘dwareness’ of -

-Qutreéach ~| the ed_urty_program,

| Reinvestment fund and programining earmarked for communities disproportioriately
| Reinvestment | affected by cannabisénfoicement.

| Expungeément events Held ir
Expuhgément expun germent.

sproportionately affected-communities to help with eriminal

‘ Al busrnesses (not JIJST. equlty) must commltto 50%. ehgrble workforce ([ow-mcome or
Warkforee : f.rmpacted) and submita di fversity plan.
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state and shou[dﬁot be hnﬁfed to LosAAngeIes

‘Asthe prog am |sn’t"“ 't«e tabhshed whl'h benefitsa
Commumty -
,_Remvestment
Conditional .
Approval
@

Outrgach & 'These €an: be targete Kis)
Educat]or; the War: on Drugs
Expungemeit | © ' t hat were lghly impacted.
[ Events te,other financial barners such as: demal
.
B
‘5:

rmphcatlons to this pehcy-t ait: must be consndered B
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Massachusetts:

Massad}use‘ts approved adult~use carnabls on the November 2016 ballot and . has Hot'yet fmal!zed its
state hoensmg framework although It anticipates issting licenses-ih the:summer of 2018, incontrast to
Cahforma local]unsdlctlons i Massachusetts are [imited te'zaning coritrol over cannabis businesses-while.
the state retainscontrol overalmestall licensing conditions and regulatlons The primary equity provisions
are currently.comprised of languaﬂe that was'insérted into state Jegislation, requmng that ceftain: equuty'
provisions be Thchided i the eventual state regu]atlon These are. summarlzedm Figure 25 below.:

The Cannabts Control Comriission mustinclude & certain number of
;commlssmnersand ‘advisory board membersw ith backgrounds or-experience in
soclal justice and: mingrity business ownership. .

* “The Cormmission mustedopt fulesto promote partlcxpatlon in the rnnabls
industry by peoplefrom communities that have been dlsproportlonately
harmied by cahnabis: prohlbmon and enforcement

‘% Asdbcomimittee of the Advisory Board will develop recommendsitions on'

| women,. minority, and veteran-owned busmesses_, and Jocal agriculture'and,

i | . growing cooperatives.

] © 77 |s Pesplé with past-cannabis possessmn charges are ef bie to have thejr records

1 Criminal Record sedled:and there wiil be-an‘awareness campaign. to inform the public:

' {-@: .Past cannabis. offenses will notdlsquahfy an xnd\vxdual from workmg orgwninga

] annabis business (except sdle’to a mingr). e L o

| Priority licensing for applicants that promote ecoriomic empowerment o

communities’ dlspropomonately impacted by cannabis arrést and:incarceration.

Agency Representatxon

: Mandates

“Priority Licensing

“Fads and revenue will £6 to a fand Usedifor fésg,torative.j;usﬁgg jau -dlvér,s,iqh,,

1 spending Priorities- T R Co e T T
| o ding ) __ :workforcerdevelopment, m'dustrytechnlcaI;aSSJsta,nce;:and:mentonm_gserwces.

T T Cultivator license fees fm’ cooperatwes (co—ops) wxll be commensurate Wlﬂ’)
‘Variable Co-op.Fees ;
] d : cultrvatlon size'to. ensure stiall farmers access o licenses.

i

' Bata coilectmn that tracks dl\lers1ty mthe lndustry is requ:red

Data Coliéction and @ " “The onttol CDT‘HI’THSSIOH must report annudlly on data.collected and...

Study, : HCE ¢ ‘harriers to’entry.

'] Addmonal ilcensmg ru[es wnll be promngated if: ewdenceof dlscnmmatxon or
barriers to entry is found

The. Massachusetts Carinabis Control Commission is also: domg statewxde listening sessions wrth thepublic
to solicit cominents and coricerns abotitthe evéntual s regulatory frarework, Equity-focused organizations.
and mterested {awmakers have spoken at these: -gessions toencourage the Commijssion to 1mplemen’c
equity, programming-and frameworks: g




Denver

The first retail sales of adult-use cannabis in the'United States began in Denver on January 1,:2014, Denver
accounts for 40% of the state of Colorado’s cannabis retailers and teached, $288. 3 mxllion in sa1es in
201638 Although Dénver does not have an equity program that. exphcltly promotes equltable ownershlp
and employrnentin the: cannahis industfy; it hevertheless: can provide important msights as:a city that is
much farther ahead in the permitting framework than San Francisco.. -

Denver regulates the number-of permits, manner (i.e., thessales coriditions), zoning, and hors of adult-
use cahnabis. When adult-use ‘cinnabis became legal, Deriver allowed: afl éxisting igdical carrnabls-
businesses to apply fora perm:t if they were’ permltted byJuiy 2014 i 2016 Denver capped the fitmber
of adult use permlts to ’ex15tmg and pendmg apphcaﬂons. As of.!anuaryl 2017 ﬂ'e Clty of DenVer has.

v g ment ~P[an, which detalls-
commltments from the busmess to pro\nde a posmve lmpact in The commumty The engagementp}an is:
fot specific to equity, but could include an-equity componentif the business owher so chose, Plans aften,

- focus ony chantable effarts. like food drives, street cléan, up; or. commumty gardens. The: permlttmga
authority in Pehver Has noenforcement authorlty to compel accountability to its commumty engagement
plan.

As Dem/er is muitlple years mto permxttmg, they are enperiencmg secondary |mpacts of ¢ penuuung that;
should be ‘considered: by other cities Wwho are just beginning. Figure 26 below-summarizes Denver's key
lessons learned in permlttmg cannabis businesses forthe Past three years that:should be cons:dered in,
San Franclsco s ;mplemen’tatlon of adult “use: cannabls and its equity program o

Accountability

| Finaricial

: »"xt can be used if restncted.;clt]es must plan for how funds ‘cafl and cannot be
used..

Data © | Data coﬂectlon shoqu bebuiltinto the system from the begmmng, basehnes
| early; and efforts:should be madefo: collect data along the ent' e
Z_permlttmg process. Before and after data js oritical to: understarrd the- econormr:
[ -impact-of the canhabisindustry:

; fEdl.J't:‘aﬁQri‘ah‘d' _ b6 it s is al]nWed and whatls notin: the
| AWareness | canfiabis mdus 1¥: Youth and | ublic sducation shotild be Built info the program
: ~from the start: and ‘berobust:

8 The Dehver Collaborafive Appiroach; Leading the way in municipal marfjuana management (2017 Annizal Report).

2 jhid.
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Cities should try to inderstand whois not participating in ihe]e’g:aﬂ"market and.
make robust efforts to engage this community..

{ Social Use.

| allow ifs usg, is an Issue that surfaces with-iegal cannabls, and how 3 city wants to.
{ permitthese establishments should be considérad..

] ’-Consumptmn In nrlvate and: members-only lounges, whlch do not sell cannabxs but '

Other State Equity‘Programs

Other stat

that have Ilcensed medlca! cannabls have con51dered o] ”xm plemented provxsnons to pfomote

Once thé: state’s medical cannabis pa‘uent reglstry reaches’

),000; threemore cultivatior.
licerses Will be issued, one:of which will bé de51gnated forthe Figrida’ Black Farmeérs and
Agriculiurists Assoqat:on :

| Matyland 'Maryland lmtuaﬂy jssued 15 cu]tlvatmn hcen s but iwas sue jwhen nohe were lssued to
mmorrty~owned applicants, The State Assembly:considered but did net-act.upon a bill that
| would have allowed sevehadditional- culthatlon llcensesTn the state all desngnated for
: rﬁnonty-owned compames : S

T

State iaw requxres that 1576 ofhcenses ‘g0 to busmesses owned by four ;dentlfled mlnonty )
groups : e -

Pennsylvania ultwatlt_)'

and dlspensaryapphcants must submlt dlverSIty p]ans that” 'clude how they
clal equity. through swnéfship; &i ,p!oyment and contragtir A'.The state must also

promote

. help mmcrlty groups learn how to apply foi licenses:

West
{ Virginfa.

State Taw requxres that regulators encoura ge m nonty—owned busmesses to apply for growmg

licenses.
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VI Findings and Becommendationis.

“The following section:seeks to provide fecommendations® regarding policy options.that could{A) foster
gquitable accessto partxcxpatlon inthe’ mdustry, including promotionof ownershlp anid stahle
employment:opportinities.in the mdustry (B) invest City tax fevenuss in economic infrastracture for
eormmmunities-that have historicallybeen dcsenfranchlsed {C) mitigate the adverse effects of drug
enforcemient policies that havel dlsproportlonately impacted those communities; and (D) prioritize
individuals who have been prevlously arrested or canvicted for maruuana reiated offense, - Specifi cally,
‘this section provides key-findings mformed by this report's Equity Analysis, Bamers to Em‘ry, and Equity-
Program Benchmarking Sections. The recommendatlons incorporated are meant to inform policymakers
A5the City- embarks on developlng an Equ|ty Program

JGreen bl lets represent potentlaliy aavantageous factors téd biillets iridicate potential challenges and
black bullets represent neutral cons'deratlons

Considerations::

The City" s Equity Program shou[d set. speClﬂC % limitingthe eﬁgtble group-allowsan. - |-
cnteria hat define the population sefved. “ffected gtoup to receive higher-value
Criteria should Be datd driven to-ensure the benefits.

City:mieets its goal to prioritize individuzls = Ratjoriale for eligibility criteria must bie
whohave been previously arrested and «clearand justifiable, preferably with data;: |
convicted of catinabis-related offenses, or ‘to minimize confiision among Broups.not
disproportionately impacted by the:War, or ‘included. ‘

Drugs: ;

‘« Eligibility should, at-4 mitiimium, reqtiire a
_ ‘cannabis-related arrestand conviction, |
Goe . “and'should be consisterit with the State's
Based oni dataabalysis in this report, thieCity | . conviction history-guidelines. . :
should censider including the followmg |-# . TheCity: will‘have to-decide on whether ft
&ligibility critefia: PR “ 1 -should limit convictichs to within the

» ‘ City, the Bay Ared; the state of Califorpia;-
1) Convnctlon hlstory assomated wut‘n or anywhere in the United States.

_ _cannab"s're]ated oﬁ‘ense( s

conviction hlstory assouated w1th
canniabiselated.offense(s);.

iew prlor to: mplementation.

tontrolled substance to a’ mmor
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3} Low Income Status;®

| 4) Residefiey Requirement;

{:5). Ownership Requirements; and if
' appropriate

| 6) Geographic: Loca’uonBE

Recommenda‘non‘ El/glb[l/ty Ters

| The City should &réate 3 tiered strijctdre’to
_ provide proporuonal benefits necessary for
gach tier'ssuccess.

|® Conviction-

‘Considerations:

| & ‘Tiered efigibility can offer progressively

more valuable services to the most=
"lm_péit:téd (directly and indirectly)
Individuals and mitigate bottlenacks i
-ene-to-one licensing frameworks.

1 Ensures that applicants with a cannabils

.¢onvietion history'd lrectly beneﬁt f{om
*f‘the program:

= Enstires llmlted Fesourcesican be

" ta rgetéd most effectively.,

sed’ ehglbthty could include
‘convictions withinthe state, recognizing
‘thie Tmpacts of convictions ofi af

individual, Tegardiess of focgtion of
arrestfconviction.

1’ Morecomplexeligibility:criteria require

increased program administration
rgsources.

| Recommendation: Qwriership

| The City should consider requiring dwhership |.s }ieq'ui‘r‘i'ng'a percentage cf ownership

| structures of equity applicant operators to
] reﬂect a certam percentaga Thls structure
_ "reallze »ben;eﬁts_. frpm,o.wner,shl_p, m_cludmg
_decision making power, but be flexible

' enough 1o allow fora vanety of oWnershlp
“stfuctures.

-Considerations:;

are realizing the ﬁnanc,ralviHEx,.Jts Qf their | »

-ﬁp”e‘ r‘atio’ns

reqwnng 51A+ ownershlp may have an
‘nintended impactof. lessenmg outside
frvester: mterest and, therefore; s miay
prove to be a-capital barter forequity-
applicants..

8 [owincome is.defined as at or below 80%San Francisco’s:area median Income as defined by California
Department of Housing.ahd Co'rrirhﬂrﬁty'D‘evélbpmeht

W The d1sadvantaged popu]at:ons 1denufled in the /. Equ;fyAnalysrs section of this report. miay sefve: as an
appropriate r mietric for identifyirig workforce popufatmns However, 1f’c ef
tomiunities have beeri disproportionately: |mpacted by the War on Drugsavera sustamed penod of tlme, we
would recommend further: analy515

i5.an interestin determmxng whlch
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Recommendation: Residency.. -

requirement to ensure thatcurrent afd
formiat Saf.Franciscoiresidents who have
experienced'over, policing and have difficulty:
accessing living wage jobs are the first to-
benefitfrom this program:

T

procéss to- assnst Equtty Apph"énts

‘Considerationst

The Gity should consider creatinga :rc'esidergcy

1e Prioritization. approaches need-fo be-

o Because of the size of San Francisco’s .
tiarket; and inthe interest of ensuring &
tempered.rollout.of new actmty,
prlontm g resrdency wnIJ al,lo, /. T

thrs Dpportumty A
- Los Aﬁgeies requwes reéi”déﬁ’cyfor o Iéss I

'P‘e‘r}mttmg conditions could preveritweli- i
resourced co mpetitors-from: cmwdmg
out potent[al equity appllcants

considered’in the context:ofoverll
tiering and phasing strategies to ensure:

Recqmméndatioh:fP}gdsih*“gz e

i 3 and
geographic. dlstrlbutl.on for’ the..next._phase.~

frarmewark; p"' mxttlng proc ss

) Consnderatlon

L]

. deésired: outcomes for eqLuty appllcants

n,nabls for pat]ents
An oveﬂy complex program: cou!d delay

v_for a bo, ,Aeneck in hcenémg lf‘msufﬁc, Tit |
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‘nUmbers of equity-eNigible individuals.
apply.

Recormmendatioh: Ratios-

The City should, at a minimum, ‘mandate &
Tequisite n’umber/ percentage of equity. |
applicants to new applicants dufing
permitting phases.

Considerations:

» A ciiffently proposed, neve gerieral
applicants-are roteligible for permits in
2018, with the exceptlon of businesses.
that were: ‘previously'shiit down through
federal:enforcement: As such; only'Equity

Applicants'will beweligible for new permits |

in year one.

& ‘Both Oalland'and Los Angeles have
it plemented or proposed Y one—for—one

Jbusnne

‘Recormendation: Provisional Appfd\iai_ S

uity Applicants; the City should allow-
for prowsional approval of'a pérmit-priorto
the-applicant secaring. rea] state for their

qpe,ratlon '

ES

-'md_e_rah_eri .

{a Provisiohal approval of & pefthittée eould -

help the agplicant cvercofie’ potentla]
financial barriers tosentry by provudmg;
tnvestors:with friofe certainty fo back
‘that applicant and incentivize fvestars 1o
provide adequate capital for-a physical
Jlocation,

Recommendat’ion‘ CB3P for Retar/ Appllcants

The Clty shouid consnder extending the:
| Community-Business Priority Processmg
 Ptogram to Eguity Applicants; specifically
retail applicants; to allow fora fast racked.
| and streamlined Conditional Use review
p,rgce_ss_. :

Cnnstderatlons.

e The CB3P program would:provide.

applrcants with time-savings and mote
clear timilities. :

Recommendation: Amnesty Program

ity should consnjer developmg

' path ays, slich as an amnesty program, to:
) encouragv exustmg no’ ] I
busmesses m

» tionsi‘ae'réfians.:s

@ .Ensurmg continued aperation could

friedn the o perator facesifewer barriers:
to enterthe regulated market.




; .Apphca nts ta partners with: operaLors who
Wwish to further the- Cxty's equity goals. Such
pal rtnershlps could include combmat]ons of

&forkforce fi nancxal capital, ‘teal estate, and
technical assistance prowdea by non-equity
-applicants. :

- Incubator options thatal lo_‘ employers
-and:cannabis operators flexibility to
determine appropriate progran’

offering(s) can incentivize private'sector
Inivestment.in equity goals.(e.g., real

" estateand/or mentoring; land|ords:
allowmg cannabis busmesses on thEH"
property) ‘ )

I ) ':Accountahshty measures mUSt be taken
“to.enslre parties cotiform to agreements ]

"and equnty outcomes are achleved

IES Equity incubators incentivize knowledge

‘and resource sharing w;th Equity
Applicants atno-cost to the City.

~» Ogkland hasfaced criticism that requiritig :

existing busingsses:to fofm.incubators
_ tiristhe risk of “hollowing out:the
© middie;
-7 one‘that conslsts only’ ofJarge, well:
funded b_' '
a'model that could:
) eqmty busmesses

: where the market shifts: toward '

fnesses. and equ;ty busmesses, 1

Pnonfy Processmg

The City’ should constd' r extend’ ng,zpnorrty
) chssmg to,]ncubator Prog‘ram apphcan,ts

bhsidéré{’_cidn‘s:

f a ‘Priofity processing will allow the Cityand -

thelincubated operatorto fealizethe
.equity benefits faster;-

ff‘é Nor_] equltyemstmg perators thatserve-

,' ,;prlorlty perrmt revtew and
issuahice:, -
‘4 Priotitization approaches fieed tb be
‘considered in the tontext of overall‘
tr ring and phasmg strategtes to ensure:
desxred outcomes for equrty apphcants

Recommendation; Siccess Metrics

Metrics, sﬁbﬁl‘d‘ﬁe iﬁcOfpoizted'infa ih‘e B

[Conidarations

erators could use Equuty Applicants te;
enterthe market in 2018, and- prowde
them with fio meamngful benefits.,
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bator operators . .

Recommendation;:Creation ofa Community
Reinvestment Fund

Considératigns:’

£

12 Community reinvestment offers
The City should conSIder ¢reatinga ne]ghborhood~W]de and.rieighbor-
Cominunity Reinvestment Furid to allocats directed benefits to those whowere
carinahis tax:revenue and focusing. most disproportionately impacted by
l_qvestmer}ts on those commumties cantiabis enforc,ement butare riot
.dvi_'Sfpré_'pr.t"l"dha’cely’aﬁe’c,té'czl by cannabis ‘participating directly in the cannabis.
-enforcément. Programming may include economy.
restorative justice, jail diversion, and {-* .Acannabis tax has notyet been approved
Ampfoving the health and wellbeing of by’San Francisco Voters, and there is [ittle
-communities that Have been affected By the Tnformation available on revenues arid
‘War on Drugs. ‘spendmgzp‘r.mrlt,!esf
{*# Caphabistaxrevenues maybean
“inconsistent source-gErevenue-until the
‘market stahilizes, whicficould takea few
R : years.

Recommendation:Anti-Stigma Campaign _Considerations:
The City should consider committing a 1'». Reducing stigma tould-Help-operators
portion of funding to huild on the " Betteraccess capital, real estate;and
Degartment:of Health’s awareness ‘campaign *|  technical assistance;-
to further acknowledge the impact of the 1o mmumty aw,éreh‘ess through this -
War on Drugs anid the stigma that-remainsin campaign can Hél’p" calm fearsthat-have
‘Eertain cofimunities: * beén déveloped-over decades of

fiisinformation-and scare tactics used

during the War on Drugs.

» indevelopinga more regular lexicon to.

use for the regulated activity, City should ]

avond Drug War language: lnciudmg
crackduwn, and ”Black market

Recommendation: Fu;ﬁdir'jg;fm‘:eommdhffyi
Reinvestment:

The Office of Cannabls shou]d dontinteto
coordinatewith Clty partners; including the
Office of Economic and Workforce
. Develdpent and the Mayor's Officg, T
continue adyocacy for furiding through the

:Governor's Office of Business and Econorriic

| =

R Consxderatlons

State fufiding'cari-gnhance and
supplemenﬁhe City's-ability to meet
{ocal &quity goals..
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DéVelopment community reinvestment
grants program.

| Recommendation: Equity Plan

The Gity shiould consider requiring applicants:
o submit; as part of their Community Benefit

] Agreement af Equity Plan that describes

how the applicant’s business supportsthe
“Equity goals of the City:

Considerations:

ﬁ*hisz':enco urages business to thin krva'bout
Equity in the context of it being a
‘comimunity benefit in their surrounding
neighborhood,.and allows them'to
considef eqwty moYe broadly inthe
:context of the|r busmess mode!

| Recommendaticn: Streamline Expungement-
| Opportunities

o Community reinvestment programming

1 should'include streamilihed expungement _
events held in neighbortioads that have been
‘ d!sproportronately lmpacted by the War on

] D!’Ug:,

ConSIderatlons

Bnngmg eventsto communities enhances.
overall dutreach fof the equxty program
and reduces barriers to: navigating the
exXpungement process,.

Such-events should be done i

toordination with thé Puiblic Defender’s - -

‘Office; the Coiirts,;and other-relevant”

‘partoers; and-they should: prov;de chents ;
- ‘with an expedient-expungement process.:. |

s {sE (i) (s < DS 00 = L]

Considerations:

Length of 1 pragram would’ need 16.be.
balanced miaking sure participantszare
: ij ready while: meetmgthelr need to
-enterthe Workfores: qu;ckly

the models:that allow. far flextble
approaches o o ytion should be
leveraged fo: expedlte arid prioritize.
employment opportunntles forpersans
who meet the equity permit eriteria:
Cahniabisind ustry workforée progran
£oyld be modeled after: exxstmg OEWD'
Reentry Services Program
‘Leveraginge ex" ting- programs: offers:
’ people opportunities to build skills for

AcceIerated trammg programs ‘ sinilar tO.'S:

other mdustnes as well

87 The City shouId recognlze that there are some communrty based orgamzatlons that rely on lederalfundlng and Jmay therefore

be tinable to pmvlde serwces due to threat of fedéral enforcament.
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: RecommendatlonS' Expand Workforce
Curticulum.

‘The City should consider exgariding
curriculum to-support new workforce and/or
entrepreneurship services for street Jevel
cahnahis participants across ifidustries,

.| Considerations:

@ “The City’s: approacﬁ to currculum

- development-throughGaSolarSF could be |

‘used as 3 modal..

& Thiswould require engagement and.
" 4rainingof new CBOs, i in hasicworkforce

Krowledge:

e Thefe.may be linited potentlal for

program growth.due to'considerations
and restrictions arotind.co-mingling
cannabis workforce funding with other
sources. ‘

|2 This approach-wouldalso take time:and |

creating new programming can be costly

| Thereisa ‘potential Jack of data related to

]ndustry workforce projections, making it
difficult toscope: program size and
 funding. .

R‘ei:orrimeﬁdéﬁ0'n§:;\(\'7,b'rl‘<féf¢é? Fairs

rs with partners including Investin

| The:City-should support:2 a senes of workforca

g 1ghborhoods S“nall BUSiness Commisslon »

;gw

a Brmgmg everts toitha: commum’cy can.

chard he bu1|d trust

13 Industry Experjence

The: C”tyshould corisider hiring: trammg
| personnel who are experienced in the

market-to régulated cannabisindustry to

éhsiire eurriculumm relevance and
applicability.,

industry transitioned from'the unregulated

w1th Clty agencws
thersits "prowde outreach cducatlon
and ownershlp support
: RecOmmendatmn Trgrnmg"Peﬂr_sonnef[ with Conéiderafibﬁég._

[ ?e‘rso'n's with experience inthe:

unregulated and’ regulated ¢anfiabis

market maybe well. positioned to advise: |

“individuals looking tojoin the regilated
market.

|.& These POsitions catild create additioral

worlkforce opportunities for persons
impacted by the War-on Drugs;

14 ‘Muchofthe City's workforce fraining -

‘partners make‘independentpersonnel.
d’ecis‘ian’s

» The rieed-for official mdnstry knowIedgei.

_could-be addressed via futiire RFP's

1 Refine. Requ:remem‘s
The City stiotld incorporate Jocal hire

orIncentivizing employers to prioritize

Recommendatlon lncorporate Loca._: Fé ",Conmderatlons

reqtiirements, and should consider requiring

s

1 = Giyen thatniot all persons'who were

'-disproportlonateJy impacted by the'War:
on Ditigs are: ready to start their own:
icannabls‘busm,ess ‘ensuring they’ have
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: appllcants from then disadvantaged
|- communities® :

The City:shotild proactively edticate alt’

regulates the use-ofarrest and conviction
records iiemploymient decisions.®

» Reﬁnmg Local Hire. reqmrements to:

s (annabis businesses couid be requiriad

18 Alarge amonnt of: resources and

8 Local Hire: andany: requirements. re!ated

carmab:s busmesses ofi the provisions of San |
Fair Chance Ordihance (FCO) that {

-meaningful access to workforce .
~opportunities in:the Canriabis Industry is |
“eritical. :

target specnﬁc areas of the C.fy could

hxred For full t)me, falr wége ;obs an I not
just used torobtain.the permit;

“through then-CBA s to participate in-First
~ Source beyond'“ntw»level positions,
" _providing upwardly mobile career
_‘pathways’in addition to- mcorporatlng
mid-level placements.

mfrastructure is requlred by the City for
enforcement/reportmg, therefore; this
would i requnre afunding'solurce:as’ well: as
tinia to.build the internal capacity.

to, h lng fromspecxf’c locattonzﬁmay add

- help to ensure those convxctnons are. ngt:
used to.deny mdrv:duals meanmgful
employmentl

Recommendation: Remove Cannabis
Conviction"Workforce Bariiers.

| Considerations:

884 described in-Section.lil, Subsection E. Disadvaritaged Communities.

 See Appendix'D. Existing Resoutces:.
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The City. should lock at !egwslatmg the
remaoval of employment batriers based oni
annabis-related convictions.across all
SBctors. -

Recommendation: Existing Operator
Participation

The City:should inceritivize operators that
nay receive a‘temporary permit to operate
. ah adult-use business:to-contiibute to the

. | Considerations:

Police Code (the Fair Charice Ordmance)
would help.ensare that conduct which is
now legal under Proposit
continue to bé & bamer’to employment.

M ERER DISRYOPDO Mgl i Bl

a Proactive parﬂc;patxon by exfstmg

‘operators will help the City move
towards equity goals before mandates
meant to frther equity are

{® Adding this language to Article 49 of the:

on 64 does not :

hould contihuéto.work closely with the
State Treasurer to provide more

’Servfces & d'should play T brokermg rofe

Franmsco based operators

The San Francisco Treasurer arid Tax Collector | & - Witigates financial Barriers

opportumtles for applicanits to access banklng' '

City’s equity goals. Any commitments made implemented:
by operators should remain in place until the
operator's Article 16 Community Bengfits
Agreement js approved.
‘ ,Rg'cdﬁijhHétibri:A‘cCeSSﬁfO,B&bking' v Cmn;iﬂeieaﬁi?ns:

| Recommendatlon Cons;deratzon for
| Municipal Bunk

of the Treasurer and TaX Collector to. convene.
1 @ Municipal Publié Barik Tesk Force, the- City-

otild continue to move forward

| expeditiously with'the review of a mumcnpal

banklng pollcy ‘toensure apphcan’cs have fhe

Lr'ansparent accesrs‘to' ta bltai inthe ébsence
,:_-'federaﬂy regulated banks partl(:lpatlon

| ‘Considerations

N T 1a ‘Wbﬁfd credte-access’to banking for the
nline.with File Neo. 170448, Urging the Office .

industry'asa whole..

| Money generated from-fees and’ mterest

.cotld be used to'subsidizé foans t& equl’cy
‘applicants.




: Re;‘ﬁmm'e'hda'tiah; Fee Waivér's."

| Consxderatwns

Iy ",There would besubstantrai cost

_ aSSO v_ated wﬁh this:on behalic of

non=cannabis 'bi;sihe;égsv and hot
Teceiving such-a wajver may become:a

Recommendation: Reducing Social Stigma
Recognmng that equity permit holders might’ |
havé limited-access to social and finaricial
capltal whu:h could further be lmpacted by

lise and sajes_, the_ City’ should mvest ina
campéign to acknowledge the impact of the
‘War on Drugs and the: stigina. and bias
associated with:both users and busmesses

concerninthe busmess commumty
j Consnderatlons- -

& The'C'cty’vszpub]i'c'infoj'mat'ion,cam'pai'gn
could be tsed toraddress multiple issues,.
‘including facts about the health impacts.
-of cannabis use as well as the racialized
histoty of prohibition and enforcement.

v Recommendatlon' Loans T

B

The Clty should create a fund that could
récelve fiinds from E jLifty lncubator
apphcants and use this fund to support
Equity Operators..

| Considerations:

| e This fund.can provide a'source:of reveriue |- .

~pnor tothe. 1mplementatlon of 2 cannabns
L specifictax. oo

& ffneeded, it could take time fo find a

giialified GBO that has rio other federal -

conflicts to;administer such program or

internal capacity-and staffirig: would need
_fobe developed,_

In.ordertd address the Barrer that well-

funded businesses may be more capable of
‘building in financialcontingencies for things -
sichas linforeseen tax liabilities, the:City’
shiotild eanisider taxpolicies that mmgate the
tax hurden on gquity applicants..

Recomimendatiori: Sefting Tax.Rate® -~

Mﬂdﬁ@!m_n&

emplat g.a tax rate that mltlgates
& tax urde" on equ:tyapphcants
“gtisures they rémiain competitivé in &
‘iarket! ‘that has better resourced -
:operators,

|’ Highertaxrates canincrease the.

effective price of cannabis ¢ causing:some

consimers to- shift spendihgto; other

goods-or buy their.cannabis outside. of
. the egulated market:

f"d{Seev_Ap}';éhdiXAE'Tékétibﬁ:rs'ta'te?S_'truf;‘t"ti’r‘éf&i Review-of Othér furisdictions’ Tax Structures: ’




Recommendation; Cregie g Simple &
] ransparent Applieation Process

The City shou ld.create’a permxﬁmg process
that is'simple; transparent,-and employs
technological'solutions to hielp speed-and
diake'appliCan”cS'aWBre of process fromi:day

W

A sitple ifitake and application process .
Wil make it easier fof theapplicantto

know If they are eligible fora- permit,.as
wellds be betterinformed of what the

path towards becoming a permitted
business'may entail.

*  Tosupport this, a section for cannabls
businesses can be.added under Businesses |
Type iri the Permit Locator of the San
Francisco Business: Portal

.\ez.cmmendatlon Leveraue EXIstmg
Resotirces : -

The-City should stee¥ Equity Program
Participants in reed of business, comphance
and industry-specific techmcal assistante and
.mentorshlp to the variols ellglbIe C;ty

;referr_ed _to. In .the ".Exxstmg,Reso,u.rces
section,®®

' Consnderatlons

@ i.everagmg of-existing entrepreneurshlp
and workforce programs: minimizes up
front.¢ostand resourceneeds:for the:
Office:of Cannabis.

Recommendatmn Matchmg Oppoziumtles

The Clty should create a program 0 miatch
'ma[l operators, equxty applicants,and.
rter ested landlords.

de’nsidéra't’iOn‘s’:» ’

1 Matching:small operators; i

s 'Leveragmg existing relationships with the
landlerd-community;, educating them on
the regulatory structure could create

maore real estate’ opportumtles_

appl icants, creates potential’ mcubator
'partnershlp opportunities,and’
where/when allowed; ¢o-6p partnershxp
opportumties-

# see Appendix D, Existing Resaurces’
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~Prof/ts

and’ regulatow comphance assistance.

Recommendatlon Partner with Local Non—

consultmg,such as busmess plan workshops

Considerations: . " -

:requ;re up»ﬁ'ont fundmg before adu!t use
tax revenue is available:

« Many bUsiness—se‘r\}icé—providing
4nonprof“ts are funded and/of thartered, by’ »
the Federal governmentand will be 1
unable to provide services - substantial
timé may be needed to devélopiaw CBO |
pargners to create programming in this
spacé. i ‘

Recommerdatlon‘ Stafﬁng in the Ofﬁce of
Cdnhabis - ‘

The Gfﬁce of Cannabls should assrgn i étaff
‘member’ to serve as ‘the primary program
coordingtor for :ghe program:

" | Considerations:

o Thisstaff member-will coordifiate with

City departments; inicluding the Human
Rights Commission-and the Office of-
:{Ecoriomic.and Workforce Developrient.
&  Applicants who meet Equity cfiteria-will-
receive assistance frorvthis | person n -
completing their, apphcatlon and
na\ngatmg City processes through
(;oordmated efforts of this’ program
coordinatorand staff I’ the Office of Smiall |

B

] "Busmess

The City should encoiirage local academic:
institutions’such, as City Col]ege to
expeditlously create cannabis spectﬁc
vorkforce.and. entrepreneur fraining
apportumt[es for: Safi Francisco resudents,
fpartlcularly Equlty Apphcants atfrea of
educed:costs,

Recommendation: Creqtion of Curriculum.”

ACons:deratlons. T

® ‘The existing partnershlp between the Clty

.and City College fs orie th 1l¢ '
that San Francisco’s residents have access
1o impactfitand meanmg_fulcumcul‘um,




Recommendatson treamunevExpungement
Opportumt;es

:remvestment programmmg mcludes
expungement events held in

disproportionately-impacted ne|ghborhoods.5

[55

&  Bringing events to communities enhances

overall outreach for the equity program
and reduces barriers to havigating the:
expungemient process.

e Such.gvents should be darig fn

coordination with the Public Defender’s
Office, the Courts,-and othér relévant
parthers; and. they should pro\nde clients
with an expedient: expungement process:

Program

The: apphcatlon Procass within the. Oncethe
Office of Cannabls should serve as an:
additional-entry point into the San ,;]”anCISCO
Public Defender's‘Clean Slate’ Program

'Recommendation: Navigation to.Clean:Slate

El Cunsxderatmns

- ;xnun‘g:emsntv.c‘a;.rz_m.itigjate;scme financial -
- barriers to-entry into atult-use cafinabis.

2 See Appendix D, Existing Resources,




The. City, i gonisuftation with &ach supervisor,

By creatmg district specific; culturally sensmve iy

eutreach..-

'co mimunities and the gevemment

Surfaces opmions regardmg what s

.canna bxs ehtrepreneurs
T'h‘ls‘outreach increases the chances of
progranisuctess by recognizing
opportumtles te proactwely engage

1°3

Upﬁ‘ont need of program Te5001Ces 0]

perform outreach: avnd respond o

'»Recommendatmn Create Informal
fReIatlonshlps .

-The C(ty-sheu'!d create rnformal relatmnshlps
ek, ‘x's‘temng sessions) between regulatmg
_entities and a [arge stakeholder grolip:that
fAcllides. equ|ty—ehglble commumty mermbers.

Recommendatiof: Create F“o'vrr'nalv"' k
: Relationshlps. Task Force..Membersh/p

."The City: shou(d create formal’ relatlonshlp
; Ween. regulatlng antities 'nd sta eholders

'representatlves from

nexghborhoods and commumtles with fiigh

represen’fahvesshould hevemcanmabls

related conviction Histsry and/or should Work

1’csehc to felatmnsm p /tru st bu; 1d|ng
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’AWlth”pOpulathﬂS’that have cannabls relatedﬂ;:'

Recommendatmn Program Fducation &
Outredch :

The' Crty should depToy outreach and.
~educatlonal campaignsthat spread -awareness
‘of the Equity Program across the-city biit-also
target neighbotrhoods® and communities with
high cqh‘centratlons,o_fehg;_ble Tndividuals.

Considerations:

¥ Mxtrgatlon of ambiguTty around wHat s

legal at'the local, state, and federa] Jevels,

| & Allowsfor mitigation of not kiiowing What

opportunities are available.

s Allows for mitigation of distrust between
law enforcement;and those.communities
dxsproportlonate!y affected by cannab|s
atrests-and conwc’nons

& ' This effort would.requl,re, upfront
resources-ta perform-outreach and
Féspond to questions from the public. -

= “The outreathshould:contemplate-concern

frotm the: community about:oversaturation |
of cannabis related lnformatlon exposure ;5
to youth

VRecommendatxon Cu]furally Sensmve o
Odtreach

Superv;sors sheuld: pamcapate in creating
district specific community and: culturally
sensitive: outreach strategxes 1o ensure
robust, thorough.and multicultural outreach:

and engagement throughout San Frangiscos

il C@ns;d erations:

1e  Rebuilds trusts between gguity

“commuiiities and the government,

| & Surfaces opinions regardmg what is

«effective and noteffective from various
.Stakeholders

te This outreach increases the thances of

ﬁprogram SUCCESs by recoghizing,
pporturiities to proact 'mjy'engage
#stakefiolders in a-familiar environment.

4 Upfront need:df program resotirces to-

sperform outreach and respond to.
'~ uestions fron the pubhc

Recommendation; Immeédiate Outretch

Jg@ssoonasy: “program’is established: and prior
to when. Arficle ‘A6:applications are atcepted, -

Putreachto potentlai applicants: should, begln

N ConSIderatlons.

.0 ilmmedié’te outreath ensures equity-

eligible applicants are hot.crowded out..




The City should incorporate data collection
requiremiehts into theapplication'and,
reporting processes fo track that all
component< of an-Equlty Program and to

followmg data me‘cncs into the apphcatlon
'perm[ttmg and permit. rerewal process,

Number of’ equity apolicants to app(v

i ,TVpes of drug related: offenses
'~(aggrega’ce) o S

*  [hicome'status (aggrefiate). -

4 Race(aggregate]

= Ethiicity (aggregate)

:Gen der (agere ate): o

e “Workforce characteristics.
#  Total number of employees.
7. Numbetr-of Jocal employees:
i Percent of hours

: & Rartt!r_ne‘ -
e Pefcent of hours from empldy
-placed through First Source:

| of drtests; gender, &thnicity; race, etc:

: empioyment of San Franc-sco re51d Vnt's Bt

-« - Other factorsthat align with idndated |
' .or recommended workforce gundelmes

track and report ouit-orirrest fates, locatlons

B8

.;,buxlt into the Eqm ty Program from the
outset and baselmes should be

S raphlc data) is.
crmcal for establlshlng the case for pre-
. and post-adult use aralyses.

I The saurce of data, particularly Taw

enforcementdatd, could span various
_ systemsand agencxes across the Ctty,
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he City: shourd requxre afollow- up report from
appropriate. age cies mcludmg the Office.of .
Cannabis: and Human Rights: Comszsmn. ’

| These reports should analyze:the
implementation.and butcomes of the Equity
Program, permitting, and gecgraphic
istributiori'and make ‘programmatic
recommendations for 2019,

endatlon: Enforcementof CBAS

The: City shou [d-énisure that commitrhents: (e.g.,
teal estate by incubator-applicants) made by
permitfees must be enforceable by making
compllance with commumty be .eﬁts
Ereemeéntsa permlt condition that whennot

Tltimate revocaﬂon The City shoald regularly

‘compliance:.

Recommendation: Course Correction

The City-should plan to mitigate unintended
consequences (e.g: worsening of racial
-disparities in-cannabis: offenses) through pohcy
fxmp1ementat|on .changes over time and tourse- .

-eqUIty goals

f xamples of course—correctlon mechamsms
ifichide but are notlirmited to the foltowmg‘

Licensing in phases {e.g., equity: balance

lmplementatxon of-eligibifity r
ih phases to énsurd eqiity; outcomes. afe
Beirg met

: Rééom’rﬁéndaﬁoh;'Rfequir;e_f_R'egul_'c_zr’Repo_rtirfig' '»V:}Cbns:i‘derarﬁons: BT

T Equityoutcories: could be-tied to

followed, leads to & fine, perniitisuspensionor | & Theauditing of CBA'S il regjtire

audit community benefitagreements toensure |

& An evolving licensing and regulatory

f '« Aformal stakeholder group canadd -
initfal phases before uhrestricting licerising) |
irements

3 Status and outcome reports wnll be

. critical for colirse €orrection. and
adjusting the Equity Program tomeet
‘community needs.”

Conslderatlons:
»  Accountability mechanisms should be
dlearly identified duing the licensing
Aapplication ph:

commumty henefit commxtments-

significant staff time and resources. ...

=Yifa{=16

Considerations;

# Licensing i phases allows fortime to
;}cam and adjust before larger—sca1ed
° :Formal relatxonshlps betweeti regulatory
. ‘agencies and.a large stakeholder group
ican uncover key: challenges andneeded
adjustments ds well ds'build trustin a5
‘evolving.regulatory-envirenment:

framewatk could cause confusion-and/of {
‘mistrust amongst stakeholders. ]

‘buréaucracy and drowin out smallgt
voices.
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Thé¢reation of formal relationiships

stakeholder group

Flexible tThcubator'options or othef
Incentives to-allow for mote &stablished

fetallers to maximize thelr opportunities.
for participation in the Equity Program.
“The atitomatic éxpiration or teduetion of
provisions and the long-term-direction for
-both governing bodies'and revenues.

ReGorﬁrhendéﬁdn; Equitable Distribition

The: City should consider fand use controls that
provide for more editable distribution of:
cannabis storefront retail to mitigate
-pverconcentration in disenfranchised
geighborhoods

be’tween regulatory agencles.and a Iarge .

| considerations: - -

{'s By reducingthe ehglble locations for

businesses, starcity'creates further’
challenges for equity-applicarts:

Recommendation: 'ThOUghtfui'ﬁldcéménf"'" '

A;c_ann?rblsl ‘tobacco and aicoho! re.tal.!ers-wh,en
issuingland Use approvals.

1. Considerations:

|s :-Conmdenngalcohol and tobacco outlet,

'dens;ty is importantto ensure;ahy ohe
nenghbo rhood is hot oversaturated with
actlw'cy associated with potentlal health
.vharms

»-Reédm__mehda’fi’dnﬁ'askiﬁbrqe Membership:

Thie City should aménd the San Frandisco
Gannabis State Legalization Task Force
membershipto provide membershlp o
répresentatives from: dnsadvantaged
commumhes” to.ensure thatissues related’ tol
Svetconcentration dre addressed AttheTask
Fofce,

T Considerations:

I'¢ Formal- réfaf‘ib’nsh‘fps between regu'latdry ¥

agenciesand a Targe stakeholder group.
¢an uncover-key chaJlenges and- needed
adjustments as-welt as bild trustin an
eyolving regulatory-enviranment.

A formal stakeholder group can add’
‘Butealicracy. and dréwn cut:smaller
voices..

S¥asdefined n Sectic')’h 11/,-5&-’55@;@;:1.E;‘pisadvanfag-ejiicomm‘un‘/ties;
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Appendix A. Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice D Arrésts Repart; 2017
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San Erancmm § Drug Arre,sts Dr@p 90% ihreugh 2@16; |
. Disprepermmm Arrests of Afrlcan Ameneang Pergnsi S

S oCtobefzoifi S '

Overthelast 15 yeats, the Center on Juvenile-and Critninal Justies has: issued @ Senes of1epo1“cs detaﬂmg‘ A
the 40+ year pattern of San Francisco’s rac1a]ly dlscummatmy arrest practices against African Americans,
pamculeuly for druﬂ offenses In: the 1ast seven years; amagor new development has ansen pohcy refomns.
offense"_pohcmg on aﬂ commumtxes Ihe context ofi da,y ] ra(:lal dJSpanhes is that San Tranmsco a}pears

‘fo be Tapzdly moving:away from: arrebt—onented drij enforceme ~with hige: declines in drug arrests over-
the Tast fhifes’ decades (evei ds-the “city’s-population it se by | 150 ,000), capped by & dramatic, 91%
: plummet in the refonn era over the last Sevezi years '

198&-89 (pe "“years f01 dmg anests) Felomes 22 500 Imsdemeanors 6, 700 total 29 200
2008-09 (peak years prior 10 reforfn)s Felonies,14,500; misdemeatiors, 4 800‘ total, 19300
2015 16 {mmost. 1ecent years) ‘ Fe]omes 1 700 :mlsdemeanors <100 tota], l 800

el e

Further research is neeessary' ""e- th' Satl es and 1mp1" sations of this stat "‘sheal trend For
instarice, it would be reasonable o explore: thé Fole of émergert recreational «ca: abis legahzatton in
.California on policing,. keeping in. miind that over half of all drug arrests naﬁonally ate: for: canmabis,’ and
iliat cannabis arrests tend to follow: the samie: raclally disparate enforcement patterns that. have: hlstoncally
characterized. the drog-wat: Thideed; national data: suggestS' at de sing cannabis at apprommaiel’y the
isame rate as. whites, African Americars are stﬂl4 times as. hkely atrestéd for it 2 Tn San Prancisco,
_;cannabls teforin would have had 4 lesser effect opi drug, drrest totals (sit Gé arijuana. offenses compnsed
“fewer than on ﬁfﬂl}“of vdrugg ari'est_’s;: p y : >.b n-important, added “signal™ to
law enforce:

5, illnstrate 4 legacy of racially
disparate dmg a;t:res{s in San Franmsco wrth a paltlculaﬂy dlsturbmg focus o Afncan Amencan gu:ls and
"young women. - ‘

"‘drug arrest dechne amid persmtent

In sum, this report offers a descnpﬁon anA nitial analysi
1sco It also prowdes some:

it Accordmg to studxes by the. ACLU manjuana arrests Iepresented 52% of all drug arrests in 2010, andthls pattem seems to
};ers1st ‘See mote here; hilpsi/Avnachis worgfeallery/mariinana- 'mcqfs-munbms
“httpsi/www. aclu.orglgallcry/manjnana—mests—numbers

+
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legal, regulatéd drug arkets over criminal ‘prohibition. Legalization ﬁrs‘t sérves fo eliminate arrest and
incarceration (criminal justice) as the primary responses-to illicit drng use- and sale. Further legalization
can eliminate the profit motive for organized crime—also 1educmg theé violénce necessary fo regulate
Allicit: :malkets Instead; new reventies and opportunities emerge that can be fnvested in communities most
‘négatively iripacted by decades-of the dlspropornonaie punitive, and. latgely ineffective enforcemeént-of
-eritninal profibition: Fmally, 4 major objection’ to: legalization, — the purportedly bad effect on young
“people ~ ~has been strongly challenged by Cahfomla s expemence W1ﬂl marijuana and other drug refornis
dpplied fo all ages. Declings-of 80% in teenaged marijuand, arrésts ‘since 2010 have agcompanied. large,
continuing declines in trime; gﬂnklﬂmgs violence; drug offenses, violent deaths, trafhc deaths, su1c1des
schaol dIopout unplanned pregnancy, and related probleins among youth.

Key Fi mdmgs

fe]ony arrest rates drastically in San Francisco (down 92% for African Americans and 85% for
_other races from thefr 2008 pealc through 2016) : E

© o= In2008, 2 number- equal to. 8-7% of San TFrancisco’s Aﬁ'lcan Ametican populauon was ariested for
:drag felomes T 2016, the Huiber had dropped to 0. T%:

= Arrest rates of youths in'San Francisco for drug felomes have deeimed by 94% 11 '1eC nt yeass;
. mcludmg a. dECuuc: of 98% among_ African Ametican youth. Only two San FIallCISCO youth weré
artésted for mau_;uana offens\,s 112016, down frorn 53 in 2008, -

= ’Dmg—law teforins; pohm“g ehianges, and. other; uniknown Factors have -apparéntly rediiced drug -

& San "Francxsco s explosmn . drug felony anests of African . Amencans durmg the 1995-2008
‘period did. niot: occur elsewhers: i the. state; nor for othier facial categories. in Sart Francisco,
Conversely; ‘the clty 's: decling . dmg arrests for all Taces from 2008 to 2016 wras larger than
occurred statemde

= While sorne of the- dee]me in. felony anests is due to the xeclasmﬁcahon of, many" feIony drug
‘offenses as nnsdemeanors durmg 1ecent reforms mlsdemeanor drug arrests also-fell by 90%: it

........

‘San I‘rancmco We1e 19 .'mmes*:more hlcely Than non—black San FIanmscans and 4 5 ’ames miote
JJkely thanAﬁ*lcanAmencans elsewhere in Cahforma, tabe- a]ISS'[Bd fora; drucr felony

‘Amencans in- San Franmsco Jexpenenced felony dmg ditest ates 10 txmes Iugher thar San
‘Fra:nmscans of" other Iaces and 2 4 tunes ]ngher than: Afncan Afnericans elsewhere in California.

_tlmes mote hkely than whltes and neeu:ly 10 ’ames 10T likely" thian Asmne o be arresfed‘for‘ a
drug felony §

= In 2007 {the. peak year for YO‘lﬂl ﬂmg arrests), Sani Francisco’s, Afd

fedmn, Amencan feinale youth
accounted Tord0% of the felony dmg arrests of Afiican: Atrericaii female youths i California-and.
had -artest rafes 50 fimes higher than their- counterpartsin other-copnties. In 20142016, -only ene
Afrlcan Ametican female youth was arrested i San Frs anclsco fora dmg felony
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= In 2007, 125 of the-city’s 265 youth drivg: fefony arrestees were ‘Latinos, 112 -were African

) _Ameucans #nd 12 svere Asians, In 2016, seven were Launos o ¥Was African American, two.
were:Aslans; ‘and nome were White: . _

©  Racial patterns in drug arrests still do-not match raclaI paﬁems in dmg abuse; Of the 816 people.

“ho died from abusmg illicit drugs in San’ Franeisco dumlg the: ﬁvu—ycar 2011-2015 penod_ 55%

wére non-Latino Whites, 22% were African:Amiericans, 10% were Latinios, -and 9% wers Asians:

I contrast, 43% 6f the mty’s 6,587 drug felony airests durmg this penod Wele Aﬁ:man Amermans
(oﬂ1€1 races atenot @ etaﬂed by Sau Franmsco pohco) : :

Figﬁ;:e 1, 8hn Eranéfs’cg'drq‘g.feloxjy:fates_ drop 92%: forAAﬁ'ii:an%An‘leﬁk:a.ns;__’SS% for N Qn—iﬂaclfs from 2008 to 2016

Backglound Lo

Pfei'fbﬁs‘ifiﬁa&wgs iRk

CICT issued ‘a series of reports “showing San Franmsco 8 anest tate of Aﬁlcan Amencans for drug
* “offenses: far gxceeded that:of ‘other:racial cafegories, afid of Aftican. Amencans elsewhere in California.
(CI CJ, 2002 2004 2004a, 2005 2012) Using detailed airest ‘ﬁgures CICT- found staggermg racial
p dlspan‘aes i loi ihg that: far exceeded theé worst of those found iri other ¢ities and Gounties:. Durmg

that, time, Saf: Francisco’s iAfnoan ‘Américan, female -youth-were arrested for: drug offenses ‘at rafes 19
tJmes those of Tocal female youth of other races and at 29 tlmes the drug felony rate ‘of Afrlcan Amencan

f01 drug oﬁ“enses did not seeni to be dnven by relevant reseaA hoon. local dmg abuse Which' showed 60%,
of the thousands of deaths over the Iast decade from 11hc1t dmg overdoses involved. non- Latmo whltes .
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overwhelmingly concentrated in ien and those over 30 yeats of ‘age. Research by the Amencan Civil
Liberties Union -of, Northers -Califorria (2002). produced similar’ fuldmgs on. racial’ proﬁlmg by San
TFrancisco authorities in drug:law enfofcément.

CICT'$ findings in 2002 led 10: presenitauons to the. San Francisco :Board of Superwsom (CJ' CJ 2004
updated 2005: see Appendix A) inzn April 2004 hearing called specifically “to consider why the arrest
and: mcarcelanonrates for young Af{ICElIl American women are the highest.of any California Junsdmuon,

along with 'a complaitif-to the city’s Huiriafi. R1ghts Comifission (CICT, 2004a, seé Appench A): These |
stodies and Gomplaints resulted in: referrals to-various commiitees and deparcmenis “but did not result i
concrete action, to out knowledge.

CJCcr also submiited the. fmdmgs on-the. high arrest rates. of African Amherican female yoith and wonen to:
the San Francisco Comumission and Depattient on the: Status of Warien: (2003), established: tinder United
" Nations covenants, for thieir teport on the city’s female youth. Yet, the Commission’s 4 Repoid: o -Girls

s:in San Francisco, failed to analyze-this critical issue, but rather stated it-was blmply roblem among
girls it depicted as becornt mg Thote crimingl; ; Lo

An dlatming trend amiong. girls in San Fancisco' defies national and Tocal. ndslfor ‘boys. San
FPrancisco girls, as:well as gitls: coming o - Vati, Prancisco fromi: nmghbo commum’aes are

_getting ‘arrested in higher mumbers and for - ﬂlOlE serious-crimes: than girls o
stdte @ 6) B

yearold girls:in
r law Vidaﬁoﬁs’

“The Comrmssmn noted that, “While African American. girls malke up 12.5% of the
San Franisco, they accounted for over half (57. 1%) of the girls being atrested o
4112000 (p- 15) It did- not éxamine alternative: explanations for their bemg T
tim@s that of other female-youth it the city:, Issties of dlscnmmatorypohcmg afid pohmcs Werenot reused
-as one-would expect from an juvestigatory ‘body tharged with enhancing: the: status: of women. CJ CI's
‘efitique of the. Ieport in a letter to the Corninission.expressed disniay,,

e p0531b111’cy of a shlff i pohce and proglam attentlon There ate reasons mthm ﬂle .
arrest trefds. to suggest official policy change: rather than™ gn‘ls ‘behavior—evidence that gitls'
assaults eharged as- isdémeancrs elséwhere are charged as felonies: i SF; the. absolutely
unbehevable Vfact" that SE glrls are 10; times. more llkely to- be #trested for drugs and Yobbeties
than LA gitls; the fact that 1 n4 Afiican-American girls age: 10- -17-are, arrested every’ year, efe: T
hope that: -press and officials ate not left to assume (as they have 50 faif), that gifls (that is, black
glﬂS) are: factually and obvi,ously becommg indre criminal (CICT, 2002, 1: ZZ)

,Anupdated Commlssmn (2009) repoxt aIso Failed 16.address racially msproportmnate arreist issues. Tnthe
fow instances in which the issue has been discussed, aufhorifies did not.consider affernative explanations.
for thie ¢ity’s ariest trends or Engage in. g comprehensnfe analys1s of pohcmg pohcxes As a Tesult, Sati

- Francisco’s pattern: of significant racial disparities ifi. drug law erforcement persmfed through: ’)009

‘Since 2009 &5 n@ted the. 91% decliniein drugarrests i San Francisco (dechnes parficiilarly pronounced,
among: Afijcan Americans and youth) has constituted 2 major reform in and.of iiself, Whether the clty s
lnghel fhan. average decline in drug. afrests is due to deliberate pohcy dnd policing changes or is 4.
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spontaneous redction by Iaw gnforcement 10 reform measures would be Jllummaung to 'detetmine. In
either case, it-appeats ‘prodctive policy changes will be reqmred Yo, dornifont persisteiit tacial disparities in
arrest A

Meﬂl"od L

‘Data for this geporf dre taken: from San Fiancisco Police-(SFPD) afid Sheriff’s Depattment (SESO), arrest
gtatistics for 1977 through2016°as well as ‘comparable statewide stafistics, published By the state: Criminal
Justice Stahsﬁcs Ceriter and posted on the Attoriiey. General’s Open Tustice site (DOo7, 2017) SFPD dita
taye numerous shortcommgs Alone among -California’s comfies; SDPD and: ‘SFSQO do ot separdte.
drrests by Hispanic ethnicity ‘but instead: distribute- thein.-amoeng" ‘Whité: and Other Tacial. Gategories. -
Further; the SEPD. classifies 44% ofits. felotiy: Arrests’in 2016 ag unspecified “other” offenses (not violent,
property drug; sex; ‘or public. order offenses) These faﬂmgs render San Francisco: afrest. statistics for
‘Whites, IhsPamcs and. A51ans largely niseless, atrest totals for spec1ﬁc offenses yhderstated, -and both
‘incomparable to state ‘airests — and also distort stats driest totals: They also ¥aise the poss1b111ty that
none of the racial §tatistics released by the SFPD, ‘including for Afiican. Ameucans, are accurate,

This, StaﬁSﬁCS from: the. San Franciséo IiIvenﬂe Proba "on Depanment (SFIPD) (2017) tables on
duplicated. ]uvemle drug ‘arrest counts in 2016 by gen race/ethmmty, jand offense arelised 16 estimate
the correct proportions ‘by‘race for this report No. sm:nlal ad]ustmc {s appear possiblefor adult arrestecs..

Rates of arrest are.calculated by dlwdmg totals by state Department of Fmance populatlons for each age ’
group, gendm and 1ace, N L : .

E'Flgures for dmg mortahty by‘ county tace; ethmmty, gender and :'aar'e‘ ffbfn the. ééntefs fo'r Dlsease
Conirol’s (CDC), (2017) moﬁahty ﬁles for 2000 15 Included are dcaths that mvolved Iemdents of San
. Franclsco _ v o

" Ana’lysis- N o U S Nh I A v .,1,;.3.{!;

:i—

San. Frwzczsco ciiug felony enfo;cement 1 977 present

San Francwco 5 pohcmg of dmg felotiies, (mamIfacture szﬂe and Iarge—qnantity dmg possessmﬂ) fallsg

inito-thiee digtinct periods of interest: * the late 19805, the 1990-2009 period; and:the post-2009 petiod.
The clty s drug: law enforcement. dlsplaycd mgmﬁcant fluctiations; pnmanly mvolvmg Africati Anerican
arrest rates; mcludmg sudden: eruptlons an. drug arrests that characterized both of these. pcnods
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Figure 2, Ratio: of,S‘ﬁn'Eifancisgd;felbny;djr-_ug, arrest-rates byrace vs, respective demiographics in Califorsia, 197’7—2916
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The 1977:1990°% period . R P

From 1980 ‘to. the,mid-1990s, San. Frmscn § racial paﬁems in: enforcement: of drug Taws mﬁghly
resenibled those-statewids. “Whils the city’s Afiicaii Amiericans: had torisiderably higher tatés of drug
felony* arrest: than African-Americans glsewhiere i California; so did the cﬂy s. other racidl categoneér
(Figure 2); Mk, like Aftican. Amenca;ns statewidé, those in'San Francisco were 4 to S times miorelikely
to be an:ested for drug felonies prior to the il 1-1990 than their pmportlons of thetotal population would.
predict (DOT; 2017 DRU -201:7). Thus, while €videncing troubhng ratial disparities, ‘San Francisco’s
drug law enforcement arrests by race ‘weie i the range of othes: major cities and pattems statewide, ones'
that-also affected, to ammuch: Jesser- degree,:San Franeiscans of other races:

The 1990-2009 period

These: patterns changed suddenty aﬂdradtcaﬂy after the eaﬂy 1990s:- me the early to the late 19903 the:

Tate of ‘San Franciscan Africair Athetican drug felony ‘atrests Toge: by 54%-as that of ofher Faces fell by
12% (FlgmevZ) Over the next decade; the 1até of drug felonies among Say . Francisco AfmcanAmﬁncans.

con’amleﬂ 10 fise fo-a peak i 2009 &ver asthey plummeted: among other races in the city.
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‘San Flam:lsco § EXELQSJ.OH . dxug felony arrests of Afncan Amencans dunng ﬂ1 ' 1995 2009 penod dldv’_
not-occur clséwhets 1 the State. From. 2.6 {imes the stite. ayerdgé id the:early: 90s; San Francisco’s
African - American dug felony arrest xate abrupﬂy roseto 5.1 tinies highm by the late: 1990s and 7.6 times'

highex by 2009, Even &5 the CIty’s Adfrican: Amierican population:declined. ;precipitously from 88,000
(11% of the city’s populatlon) in-1990t6:48,000: (6%) i 2010 ‘th oportxon .of 'AﬁicanAmencan felony

drug: arfestees in San' Francisco rose :fromi: around 45%: in. the 1990s fo-55%ii: the: 2000s; with little.
_ variation 'over the-decade. -

While the crcy’s Afican. Amencan drug felony tofals had risen (by arotnd 500 in annual arcests) from the:
1990s through 2009, thosé for other measired racial categories declined: (by about 1, 500 alrests) (DOJ

2017). Tn fact, the-city’s non=Affican American residents. dlsplave” significant re&uc‘aons in-drug: felony
tates during the period, which declined -eveii. faster than for non=Aftican Americans statewide. “While
non-African Armerican San Franciscans were twice. as ]chely ‘to be arrested 45 then state\mde counterparts
in the early 1990s; by 2009 they were 1.6 times.more artest . prone; : _

“When the city' conducted a periodic crackdown on drugs, a:rmst fnicreas 'i;ﬂy always focused ﬁ;lhoﬂy ot
overwhelmingly on African Amrieri¢ans—a pattern not found, slsewheresin the state. CICT hagbeen. unable
to ﬁnd an empmcal basm for this: shaqa increase. m arrests of Aﬁican Amenc’ans in the c1ty vam Taw

-Drug* tests fell s shaxply for alI bt 'm San Franmsco f’rom 2010 ﬂirough 2016 (Flgure 3) FIOIH thelr .
2008 pczﬂg druig felony ratés. fell 92% among, Aftican Americans and. by 84%, dmong hon-blaclke faces in
the city: (DOJ; 2017). These: declmes were el larger thian tecurred elsewhere i Cahfmma (79% for
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African Arfiericans, 68% for other. ’rac’eS) As 4 result, thieratio. of Black srfests in San Fraticisco fo those
of blacks statewide fell from.over 5-1 in 2009. to 2.4-to-1 by 2016. However; San Francisco Afncan
Astiericans remained. 10 fimes fore hlcely than non-blacks in the. c1ty to be arrested for drug felomes
2016, down-from 19 times in 2009 but:siill 4 substantial dlspanty

Dr ugMorfafzty

Who:abiises dmgs in Sair Franclsco‘7 This is a niore relevant’ quesﬁon than snnply who uses drugs, glven
‘San Francisco’s de~empha51s o1 po‘hcmrI inere-driig possession, (nofe the city’s generally Iow level of
misdemeanor drig-airests, Shown i Tables 3 and. 4 below. It is also more dlfﬁculi to deteimine, since
dmD “abuse” 1§ an expansive. term that i is' not. coextenswe Swith niere dmv “use” as ifeasured. on; ‘Self-
repofcmg strveys. -In fact, surveys, which. tend fo be dorninated by Thigh rates-of use of milder drugs such
ds:marijudnd, are ng toriously iniaccurate mieastres of. drag abuss, W’thh tends to involve more rarely-used
add1ct1ve and lethal drug, pondmg, and.drig/alcchol use, S

Although dymg from: ovérdose o orgamc faﬂure dise to abusmg ﬂl1c1t driipsds-a hmncd measure of drug
abuse, ‘it-is an appropriate and accessible’ index: that is zéasonably and con51stent1y applied across
demographlc groups dnd overtinie. Of the miore than 1,00,0 San Francisco '-e's‘id.entS'andcnoiifes'idents
“in the city” who have died from abuse- of llnclt dimgs (a laige: majonty of these from poisoning by
‘overdosé)in the:five-year ‘period from 2 0]_’[ through 2015, 57% were non-Tatine Whites; and 22%
wex e,Anlcan Amencan, and nioré than tivo-thirds were aoe 45 and glder (Table 1.

TaDIe 1. IHn:xt drug-abuse death rate s Per. 100; 000 populatmn byrace]ethmcxtv and-age; 2010-2015 (6—vear mtes)

Age  Allraces White Latmo Afncan American  Asfan Al other. l : r_q l

<15 49 3% 00 48 95 i1

5 1'1"5-'24;. 44 0L 29 60 L6 3.

| 2534 8.1 69 21 31 6L8 %0

V544 242 181 604 BL 48& 197 .

4554 403 313 1395 Bl 426 976

15564 520 42.0 Co 2013 89 YT 316 .
{Total 205 124, . 160 47 a4 1,027

N 1097 o5 937 B4 5

:'Somce €nc (2017)

The: city’s, 1etha1—dmg abus ing populaﬁon differs from, its: dmg Hirestes
‘population in several respects: African Aniericans do have the highest rates
of.drg:abuse moﬁahty, thougt not among iits ‘teenagers and - ‘young adults,
The second highest:mortality rate:is founid among non-Latino Wlntes If drag
deaths predicted drug arrest rafes; African. Americans would. constitute 22% |
(not 42%) of the ‘city’s drug | atrests—still ‘Thighly dispropottionate to their

;popula’uon (6%) ‘but at least reflective ‘of drug abusing: proportions by.zace.
Below is-a.miore i epth Téview of Sai Erancisco’s:most complete afid recert. |
-drug: 4trest data; dlstmgulshmg distitict trends. in San anclsco § pohcmg; ‘

v
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Yoazh l?f‘ug.FefOnf e&: 2009—2 016

,hkely, and an, Hlspamc youth nearly 4 tnnes more hlcely, ta. bo arrested foF ¢
drugs “than ‘their respective African American’ and Hispanic: counterparts:
statewide (DOJ 201'7 DRU, 201’7) Though less than 9% of the. ¢ity’s youth:
populatlon m 2009 Afrlcan Amencans then compnsed 56% of San

2009 arid had arrestrates 50 ﬁmes hlgher ‘chan th61r countcrparts in other countles

Ta'b[e ZJ uvemIe felony drugm‘re‘;ts per 100,000 populat:on age 10—17 San Franclsco Yor est of Cahfornm, 2016 VZOOQJ

- - Male:! F@male

' .Feluny drug - L L cai .. |
| Arrest rate e . White ';Hiéﬁérﬁb ' Asian - American Whife i Hispamc Asxan

112009 ST T e L L
-San Francisco ' 2,5316 2379 34194 ¢ 6. R ¥

i

*California outsjde SE 94 |

4866 200

2016 - -

San Francxsco

and a general declme myouth crime: ’ai Ahave conimbuted to massxve drops in, youthful drug alrests among
‘both sexes and .all races, espemally in San.Francisco, Even fhe high rate among. Latina females is
‘produced by just fonr arr este-frithe city in 2016, while. aII other race/sex- categories fiow show lower Tates.
of diug atrests than corfesponding groups statewide'— 4 §itiation very “unlile the pre-2010 éra. '

Fma]ly, ‘I:he Yery large drop in San Francisco’s (and California’s) youthﬁﬂ ﬁrug arrests, mcIudmg The )
yiftuial. dlsappearance of dmg Imsdemeanors, appeats. to have tiad nong of the consequences drug-war

,3 San Francxsco s 2009 Juvemle probahon rcport 5 detailed table on- duphcatedpet]hons can'be.used to estimate drag-arrests by
racc/cthmmty and gendex for drugfclomes ‘butnoffor. drug nﬁsdemeanoxs which-ate-foo few to Pr ovide- amhable basis.-

. . ;9f



pfnblic safety (CTCJ 2014)

Adult Drug Feloiies, 2009-2016

onsiderably-
-dlfferent than for youths. In 2009, 4-aumber equal to 1oughly 10% of San
Fraxicisco’s African ‘American populatmn bétween the ages: of 10- 694
as: arrested for drug felonies (DOJ, 2017; DRU, 2017). “This. was: 19-
“tities higher thian the rate:of drag felony arrests for all other races:combined
in ihe city;, In addition; ‘San Fiancisco African Americans expeneneed
felony drug arrest rates nea11y 8 ‘times hlgher than Afddodn Americans. 1 1
other dteas of California (Figure 2). These trends were also found in
misdemeanor (low—quanﬁty possesswn) offenses, and all- dm" fo'enses

: althouglﬁo varying deglees,

The picture for adult drug arrest tates it San Francisco 1§70

Tn. 2016, San Flanclsco African Amencans .expetienced felony drug atiest fates 10 1mes hlgher‘than
* nonblacks in'the city;and 2, 4 times those.of African Americans elsewhere in California. With 2.1% of the
state’s Afiican American adult population San Francisco arrests-4.9% of California’s African. Amencan
adult drug feloris~ dlspropmﬂona‘te Bt fiich less: so than the 14:6% reglstered in 2009. Nonblacks i, Lhe-
<ity have.drug arrest rates: comparable io nonblacks in'the rest of the state '

Misdemeanor Drug Arrests '

In contrast to ifs ]ngh ratg of felony drug. pohcmg—albe1t w1th large racial d;lscrepancmsmSa{n Franc:]sco
generally de~emphasxzes arrests :for dmg mlsdemeanors (IOW glanﬁ‘qr possessmn) In adc tlon, law
mlsdemeanors oceasmn arrests m’mmally equal numbers elsewhere in Cahforma, but San Franclseo Ia.w
eniforcerment clar; ges three:times thore drug:arrestees with felomes ’ﬁhan Wlthnns demednors.

TIn 2016;. the city’s rate of arrests for si Aple possession was 66% helow the state average for
]uvemles {Table 3) Howeve; s ‘though arrest rates have fallen substantially, the city’s Afiicdn Anierican
_youth are:atrésted for possession at levels similar to those of Aftican American youth in other counties:
The drug arrest rafe for San Francisco juvenile ] female h];{ed paruculaﬂy shalply, though it: should be
noted that the city’s rates and trend§ are based:- onvery

-t

‘Hiore thaf onée; and sonje Were not San Franelsco remdents offset by SanFranclscans mested in other ]Ul’iSdlCthDS
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Table 3..5F youth’ mxsdemeanor drug arrest ridte, per 100,000 popu]anon age- 10~ 17 by race, sex, Ve Cahforma, 2009
+ ‘Misdemeanor Drug. Alrest rite : Total AJ“ncan—Amencan ATl other fates ?Ma\"le : Femalc
2009 '

'| San Francisco

00

Te0t6 T

San Francxsco ‘

o Somcss DOI (2017 ) DRU (2017)

Drua‘An est T rena’s bv Race arid .Drug T ype

: ' ! Aﬁ:{can Amemcans to ﬁ
Ibe arrested in 1980 10.3 tlmes ‘more. hkely it 1995 and A staggemng 27, 5 t]mes ore Jikely i in 2009

Tabled. Raﬁo, San Francxsco African Amencan drug arvestFate voall otherraces dmg arrest rate, 19802015
Ratxo Afncan Amencan versiis all. otfier Taces; “driig: an:cstrates TE e R ' Change i ratm .
TYDc of dru;z offense R 1980 ' 19‘95' ‘ ' 2009 ; 2009 2015 '

L 51%
+120/‘

- Narcotics
Marguana S

Dangerous/o’ther drugs
Sourees: DOJ (2017); DRU (2017)

andnusdemeanor showed snmlal i Tess extreme d1spar1t1es and trends but m 1o case 61d tﬁe -blac Vi
other: races drug amast ra‘ce d1spar1ty fall below 55 0% by 2009

-

shalply (by 85 b oF more) for all races. The dlspropomonate dm arrest rate for _Aﬁ‘ICBJl Mencans fell
From' 16,9 1o’ 14.6 .for: all drugs and from. 275 to 13.4 for -narcol The decrease in.. black ..
dlsproportlonahiy was' due. to the Jarger: rednction: in. black than -onklack drig Iony arrests; drug
misdemédnors declined mote for non-black races. The Tesillt was that the dlsproporuonate level of black
drog arrests rose ‘substantially for misdemeanors over the 2009-2015 penod

B
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Discussion: Drig Policy Reform in San Francisco
Défin mg andAppbnng an International Human R'z'gh‘z‘»st ramewaork

The Global Commission o Drug: Pohcys formed in 2011 in an attempt fo provake seientific, evidence.
“based reform. to the glabal driig-war. Theit first Teport (2011, pe: 2) begins. with the: adsmission: “The :
global ‘war-on drugs has failed, with, devastating consequences: for mdividuals and sociéties arotind the
world. Fifty years after thie initiation of the TN Single Convention on Narcotic T 'Jrugs and 40 ‘years after
President Nixon Taunched the. U.S. government’s war on drigs, fundamental ‘reforing i iational and
‘global drug: confrol policies. are urgently needed.” The Commission’s mission is to research:and. _propose
such. fundamental reforins, arguing that’ “dmg pohmes ‘thust be based on human Hights afid public health
‘principles” (Global Commission. on Drug Policy, 2011, pg. '5). It is worth fakmv a moment here to
exanning how hiimidn #ghts principles might guide: domeshc policy:

gl},,ngally Thxongh bmdmg mtemahonal irea 1aW baged, o US railﬁcatlon of hmnan nghfs
. ... instrumerts; and customaly law; based. pn. collective, 10ng—standmrr tespect -for- certain
flmdamental hmannghts _ . , t
oo . -
2) Ethically - A o set of mnteriiational standatds defined: by himan rights fristruments-anid. declaratmns
mformed by the expenunce research, and Iecomendatlons ef imman nghts scholars |

Followmg '\Vorld \?\fatI[1 the U, S played a Ieadmg sole In'the: devclopment of the United Nations Charter

and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights [UDHR]. By the end of the- 20™ cenfury the U.S. had
hélped to author the Inteinational Criminal Court [ICC], and s1gned every major- mtemahonal human
rights Iristrument. However, to dats; the U.S, Tas oily mfzﬁed‘y the Coitvention: Aga;ust Torhite ICAT]
the Triternational Convention on 'the Elimination of All Forms; of Racial Discrimitiation TICERD], and the
Intertistional Covensant on le:and:]?ollhcal nghts [JCCPR]: .

Despiter the legal amblgmtles that result from U'S. reservationsin the Iahncahon of mtematlonal human
tights instruments, T hidian Tights discourse 18 far fom urelevant when it cones o fm:c1gn and. dornestic
U.S: policy. For- example; recent T3S, Supreme Cowt decigions: referenced international Tmman rights
Iaws and plachces to rule that people wha commt’c crimes ds'minors should not be. subject ta- the death

UN Srecretaly General 7 : h
busmess commumty, as Well as wscarcher i

1g :
I the legal CXGGpthIlS aud‘ spemﬁca 3 :partles may subrit a8 conditions of: Iatlﬁcah()ll ‘The
most common’ dnd. notonous geséTvation. apphed by the'U SA‘lS“ that thie Ansfroment is “nat. self-cxeccrﬁng meamng t]lat ihe
instriment would only apply GhY detemmed by U.8. conrty dnd. Congress

12



practlces Gan mform the mterpre’rahon of domestm la:ws and® regulatlons and cail prov1de a cofnmor

teference point fo evaluate: and inform local practices:

; _:Hmnan nghts offer a powerfu], umvm:sal ﬁMework that prov1des 3 standard for government agcncms

_StrenOThen human rlghts m Toeal commuiiltles and ms’atuﬂons Many Strategles for nnplementmg human
‘rights practices in the-U.S; are based on. the rahﬁcahon and reco gnmon of human- nghts mstrumems a8 the
‘benchmark: for’ local government policy 4nd practices. : D

Néh—DlSC'tllmnatlon and Bqual Protection Under the Law

: As nated at; ﬂle begmmng -of thrs seotlon theA Global Comr_mssmn on Dmg Pohcy has ‘Hinice. 2011:
advocated for the. application of a human ngh framewpnk to gmde policy alternatives to the dominant -
1y ‘prohibition. A findariental principle of all uidan

global policy model of aggresswa cOBT! :
Tights instrinients. is that of “non- d1scnmmat10n “that und; g]rds the notion ‘of human, umversahty and
centrally defines eivil and poh‘ucal hiimian, (ICCPR ATficles 14 _and 26) and- Constltauonal (14ﬂ‘
Amendment) rights to equal protection 1 under the Iaw .

This. report and ity predeccssors (CICJ 2002, 2”‘64 2004& 2005 2012) have 50. far 111ustrated the»
persistence of: racmll  disparate dmg a::rest pattems i} an branmsc partmularlr uté fOI Aﬁlcan,

HOWGV“I 16 such burden of proof is

;'rcqulred 1o 1eg11:11nate 701&1]118 of rac1a1 dlscmmnatlon under
. into mtemahonal law:

“The- United States mgned (1965). and .:ratlﬁed q 1994) ‘the. Intematlonal Conventton ont fhe Enmnatmn of -

__:1esuh”s from the. differences in how: “racial dlscnmmauo 1s defined under mtema.ﬁonal and. federal
(0.8 Jaw and in the apparent: problems in getting the U.S. govemment to “protect, respect and Fulfill” its

legal obhgatlons ACE rdmg to human 1ig] ;s.v,,mstmments “Policy researchers Fellner and Mauet (1998 P
.22) polnted out these legal d1ffexences twenty years ago . S

ICERD' Wlsely does not 1mposc e 1equ1rement of dlscnnunatory mtent for a. ﬁndmg of
discrimination, Ttreqnires states” perties to-eliminate laws or practices. which: :may be race-
neutral -on their face but. which ‘have “the purpose ot effect” of Testricting rights, on“the

'human nghts instroments ia.cox pomtedA

kY
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‘baisis. of race. Regardless there‘ore of whether they were enacted with racial animus...fhey
tnneeessarily and unjustifiably create significant ;ramal dlspanﬁes in the curtaﬂment of an
impoitantright,

The concepmahzatlon of racial discrimiination and the legal easures of nof-diserimination ‘and equal
protection under the law articulated by the ICERD? demonstrafe the “uniqire characteristic of a human
tights. frameworl here: ‘that discrimination is o be: migasured by dlsparate outcomes -and- impact éther
than provei intent, Further, the city of Saz Fraticisco has proactively adopted the practlcal tesults-based
internatiorial definition and has estabhshed its own Hnman Rights Commission to defend human, nghts
Pithin city linmits.

A human fights framework would demand fhat cities like Sati. Franciseo pay parmculal attention fo
‘addressing the persistence of racial disparities as drug policy altstiatives anid their iniplications emerge.
As we see froni this report; the city failed to dddress its highly-discriminatory tecord of racialized pohcmg
‘ptioer 0 2010, and though drup; arrests havé been reduced. draraatically-iri-San Francisco across the boatd,

* African Amiericans still find: themselves systemaucally targeted. for drug aests ata dlsproportmnate Tate:
of approximately- 10 to 1, ) .

' Sﬁiff 'ffom éﬁm&nai’hﬂfce ‘to Public Health .

< . Ong ov'—"rarchmg theme in fhe inferiational global drug policy reform. movement has beer to define and 'v

address problematic forms of dtag use (addiction, ovérdose death; etc ) through the: prismof pubhc Tigalth
rather than criminal justice. The international human rights- commmnty has been relatively consistérit on
thisissue for ‘'over 20 years, pomtmg to the systeinatic violation of drug users* finidamental Tiumari rights
o Tife: {(ICCPR Arhcle 6), equal protectlon under the Jaw (ICCPR :Atticles 14 and 26), profection against
~ arbitrary arest, detention, or exilé (ICCPR Arficle 9), health (ICESCR. 12); anid hitsidng freatient. when.
- deprived of hbeﬂy (ICCPR Atrticle 10)- under aggressive criminal prol:ubltlon As pointed out by formier.
" High Corhissioner for Huan Rights, Navi Pillay (2009) “Individuals ho ise driips do fiot forfeit their .
Jomandghts.” A hutnan: nghts framework 1660 gnizes the: tendeney forthe criminalization:of drug users
to.resultin the:- dero gation of their human and ConsﬁtlmonaL rights,

......

expe(hency The Global Commjssxon on Drug Pohcy (201I D. 6) ﬂlustrates thls tendency i theu
definition of drug addietion as a social- problem;:

I]l Ieahty, drug dependence 15 a complex health condmon that has a mu{tur' g f’ auses—soclal

‘as pa’rlents n need of treatmen‘c mstead Qf cnmmals deservmg pumshment have demonstrated
exttemely positive tesults i crime reduction, health Improvement, and ¢vercoming dependence

8 %e:si:eciﬂ'caﬂyi@ﬁllbzGrener‘aI li{ecqmmenda’tionim (42), 'Arj:iei:e";_l",v'pa;agmgh 1.
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Countries *ﬁat have recently embraced a pr)*he health approach include. Portugal.” T 2001 aé"che US
hardened its drilg war stance at Homie in conjunclion-with the bmldmg of.a new: pohce and siveillance
state post-9/11, Portugal went in"the opposrte direction;. decrrmmahzmg nearly all forms of drug nse and
devotmg resources o oufreach: and treatment for: drug users. As aresult (Knmur 20 17)

- Overdose death m Portugal sank 85% since drug pohcy reform, and now has the: 1owest rate in

"Western Burope and about.one fifteenth that of the U.S., where overdose death has been on'the
rise-in part dus to thepersrstent opioid. eprdemrc

e The ‘Portuguese:. Health, Mlmstry estnnates regular herom users at 25, 000 down 75% stnce

implementing drugpohcy reform, REEI .

s . Portuguese harm reduction programs’ (such as: needle exchanges) holped fo: brmg drug relaied HIV

‘tases down 90% since their height i i 1999 when. Portagal had the hlghest 1ate of drug related
infection in Euit ope:
& Portugal illustrates the cost efﬁcrency of freatmerit over mearceratlon for dmg use. Portugzﬁ’
~drug-programs :cost- approxrmately $10 per. citizen annually; while the U.si has spent aver $1
“trﬂhon (aboui $101cper Amerlean household) o’ ormmal prohlbrtron I . :

'Even though ihe advanta.ges of pubhe health approaches ar‘ i ntroversral in the research commumty,
criminal proh1b1tron persists.in places: lllce the U, S and the: hlhpmeS where' “tough on dn.oe/cnme”
discotirses:continue to dominate politics; -
~way for progressive US: -drug Teform”™ (Wthelaw 2017 p 83) and adopt the Portuguese model In. crties

like San Francisco, shifts in-policing, drug policy reform, (moludmg the: 1egahzat10]1 of cannabis)y ‘and.a

dedication 1o international human. nghts standards: present -opportunities fo. realize -a shift: from fajled
criminal prohlbltron to-more effective. and cost efficient forms of drug tréatment; harm’ reduc‘uon, -and
‘commuriity investment fo" address problema‘rc forms: ‘of drug: vise; /
obligatory first stép-in such 4 transition; Tegal, regulated drug tarkets-provide additional Tésoutces for
. public health and drug war alfernatives through savings in law enforcement costs and mcreased pubhe
Ievenues fromhcensmg aud regulated sales (Global Comrmssron on Dmg Pohcy, 2016) i

Levahzatlon and Sustamable Development

Orie -of ‘the miost usefil: Teatires of a htman, 1ights framework as it applies to drug pohcy reform . is an.

emphasis on. producmg desired ‘outcomes—=Jess. erimé, betier health; and-more” economic and social.

deVeIopmen _rather than exclusively foctising on process ‘or: procedural Jistice ifi - determmmg whether

-'While decriminalization s am -

‘or not-actions are taken According to-the law (Global CGommission on Drig Policy: 2011; PE: 5).. T this' .

sense, the internafional human rights community and the Global- Commission-on. Drug Pohcy see, benefits
1016 galizatron beyond the potential’ prvot frofn criminal justics to pubhe health solutrons, or the potential
‘to. undercut organized criminal activity in thellicit imarket. Indeed, ‘curbing drug related violence and.

-corruption -is - extraordinarily dmportant ‘for realizing “human Tights praetrce and.&-sense of justice for
commiumifies most deeply affected by the: failed drug wat: The:illicit drug ttade still tepresents the largest:

-global soutce: of revenue for organized -eiiiné: (Global Comiviission on Drug: Policy; 2016; MicFarland .

‘Sanchez—Moreno 2015), But 18galization presents an. opportumty to do-more than srmply reduce the flow

?For lhorough reportmg and- anaIysrs on Portugal s drilg: pohcy reforms -sees Greenwald, G. {2009). Diug decnmmahzatmn
in Portugals Lessons’ for. creatmg “fair and successfi 1€ y 3
. 1ups f!x\fwx\ cato.on ﬁ/publxcahons/\\dule ozrper/dr‘urr—dx.cmnlnahzahon-por‘iugal ]essons cn,atmg-

farr-succeSxful drufz: pblrcxes
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‘of arrests or illegal coniraband. It- promdes -Tew Tesource environment to address ‘the structured
mequahﬁes Testlting ;&om and exacerbated by the failed war on drogs.

Ty dts 2016 teport; the Giob al Commlssion on Drug Pohcy takes: special «cdté to ca]l for. natlons to go
beyond decriminalization 16 ¢ieate: legal, -regulated markets demgned B0 ordmg to ‘UN, Sustaiiizhle
'Development: Goals [SDG].® That is, Tegal markets should be desighed in. oder cteate solutions fo
related social problems, specifically mcludmg systefuic poverty; structured itiequality” (along lines:of race
and gender‘in particular), and the need for economically and colo glcaﬂy sustaitiable cities/communities.
The Commission encourages legalization models ‘where the- ‘benefits' “must apply to-every individual;
ncluding; people “whio use dmgs (Global. Comihission on Drig Pohoy, 2016, p.-27). Puf: sxmply, 4 humiar,
tights frameworl: suggests that ]egaI migrkets-and’ dmg policy alternatives should be designed-in order to:
serve and re-invest in ‘the. communities and mdmduals systematmally disenfranchised. by 50 years of
aggresswe eriminal prob1b1t10n.

Noted 11 previous reports (CICI 2002, 2004, 20044, 2005 2()12) and esfablished in at least 40 yéars of
crifical cnmmologmal Tesearch,” the most disastrovs-effects of the drug war—inclading vastly-disparate
-enforcement/sanction, pumtwe scntencmg, “eivil ‘pénalties, subjection fo drug -abuse/addiction. (and
:associated thieats to pubhc health) ubjection to drug rélated viclerice, Toss of property: valué/ cormnmnity
degradatlon Toss of educahonal/emplovment epportunities,.and. geogtaphlc d1slocat1011 have been

L shouldered’t)

“the poor-and: people. of color, African Amegican and Tatinx. populaﬁons in particular, As

‘wehave atternpted to’ pomt outin San Francisco, African Americans and to aTesser extent (with the Tecent
itrend in‘youth. arrests as.an’ exceptiori) Tiatinx residents have been the-most aggiessively policed, arrested,
and sa:nctmned for a dmg adchcﬁon and overdose death ep1demlc dommated by mlddle—age “nion- Latlno

for cmmnal law enforcement at staggenng 1ates 111 San Franc1sco sug esl:mg their paymg of a hsewy
pnce for faﬂed enforcement pohclesm companson 1o, all other demo graphlc groups i the: clty

Bemg targeted for drug arest anél sancﬁon can result i gy number of sho*t and long: term. effects on
individoals targeted, as well as their families and communities. The Global Commisgion on Drug Pohcy
(2016 - 17; seealso Chin, 2002, pgs. 260-265) also.tecognize that,

3

T ‘the US, for example, felony cotivictions for -drugs; which mcludﬁ -possession. of. dertain:
:substances an. Tead foi exeldsion from j Jjuiies; voter disenfiaichisement in 2 fmber of states:
. ‘eviction or exclusion fom public: housmg, reflisal of financial aid for: lngher education; reyocation:
or suspension of a driver’s license; dcportahon and in some cases permaﬂent separation from theii

K13

' ‘fathes of; thgsc considered “non-citizetis;’ exclusmn from gertatn Jobs, and demal of welfare,

In addmon sfudies: of San Francisco and other progresswe” Us. cﬂies demonstrate ]Jlstoncal anEI
contcmporary connectlons betweer ramally dlsparate dmg law enforéement (and edditional forms. of

*“order maintenance” policing) and politics of- spaoe——mcludmg gentnﬁcatron (Lynch M., M. Omori; A..
Roussell, and M. Valasik, 2013) The systematic: targefing, of working class: people of -color for dmg
atrests n; one of the most brufally cxpenswe housing markets in'the country serves as-a siructural barrier

"oz 1ﬂushatmns see: Ostertag and Armaline, 2011; Iohnson and Bennett, 2016 ; Jensen, Getber and Mosher, 2004,
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to, the. sustainability: of” Workmg class commmunities of <color in the clty The impacts of criminal | ;
plohﬂaltron should be tmdetstood beyond the mdividiial o eICOMpass effects on ‘commiunities -and the
broader racial polrtu:s of place in-San Francisco. 4 SR e :

A hiiman nghts ;;Eramework suggests that the resources oppor’cumtles and cost savmgs made avaﬂable
through legal, regulated markets—1like-the: legal cannabis Toarket emergent in California—be re-inyested
in the iadividuals and corrniinities ‘most: impacted by the legaeres of a failed driig war. From' research,
wie kiiow that these tend to be: -poor communities: of color—African Americans. and Latinx: populations, ifi
‘particnlar, with.a” special- focus,on Affican American, woten and gitls, Research on the effects of the .drug
war and orl nrtematronal best _practxces for reform suggest that the ngw resource env1romnent created via
poverty unemployment housmg mstablhty, mental/physrcal health problems a,trd g.e.ogr,aphrc.
»-dlsplacement of these: heavrly 1mpactedmdrv1duals and communities. . . .- - .. SRR

. Conclusmn‘- _—

In 1ecent decades ds San Francrsco § populauon has LTOWI and become somewhat oldef and wealthrer

the city’s African American population. has declined sharply ‘and become paoier and more concentrated in

isolated districts. - Oneatigcdotal e}rplanatron for: the racial. drspA tes has been: the éase of frequent and
i 'fmulﬁpre arrests of drug dealers in open-air markets‘in the pooter areas- of the city as opposed 1o the rore
difficult task of - policing the larger more: dlscree’c drug supply netw orks servmg affluent argas. '

’By C;TCI ’s repeated analyses. durmg the'ZOOOs San ancxseo auﬂ:rontres haVe not responded tolapparent o
serious§ and ugiquely extrenie tacial d1spa11t1es in pollcmg of drug: offenses aind have 1ot provided rational
&xplanation for-the disparities’ or policiesto ameliorate theni.. Nor have authonﬁes explained why the
city’s ding pohemg, already racjally: Adlscmnmatory, becamig - radically more-so from the: early 1990s to
around 2009. If obJectrve crimifial Justice goals and: standards 1o Justify San, Francisco’s- arfest trends
exist, ‘then local anthorifies would seem: obligated. to provide detailed explanation, “Tn particnlar, what'
changedin the 1990s,-and- only in-Saf. Franersco 10! dramatrcall}' boost the: ﬁxatron on. A:Encan Amenoans g
asthe crty 8 drufr cr1rnma1s‘7 L e SRR

~The: analys1s suggests. that
drresting the same Afiican- g 1 1 (3%3
‘them again within .a short: penod of hme The ovelall 1esu1t of: “his pohcy was fo: eombme the worst of!
both. worlds? mJustrce anid. meffeetoah‘ry; Cormalling African Amerlcan drug dealers produced anressrve'
arrestnumibers but was not effective palicy to prevent dmg-abuse. San Francisco’s a]ready excessive: drug' :
overdose/abuse death rate contimiedto clirb: through 2009; thongh: i faitness, drug tolls have been rising’
elsewhere fn the state and nation as well. Moreover, while it may have: partitioned drig marketing
violenee; o certain areas-of the city; | levels of violence in those:aie: Temain concentrated and high. The
‘policy. did: appear” effective at, creating 4 multrple—felony populaﬁon with-1io employment prospects, and.
‘significant challénges and barriers- to. sucdess: in the ‘community. These barriers argse even though Sari.
“Francisco sent drug offenders to stafe prison ata rate less than half the sfate average:- ST

‘___'Whatever its undeﬂymg imperatives; the or’cy s driig arrest pohcy prior to- recent; reforms has ynelded toa
dramatic new situation affer: reforms ameliorated drug policingiin malor ‘ways from 2010 to the present.
Drug arrests. have fallen 50 dramatroally that an African American in Sain Francisco is:tiow léss likely to
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be arrested for drugs than & nor-hlack resident was 10" yeats ago. However, despife the. i Ampressive
seduction of 90% ermore in the- nnpact of drug arrests.on local communities sitice 2009, reforti has hot
miich redvced the ta¢ial disparities im drug policing. African Amiericans are still 15 hmes Thore hkely to
be arrested - for a felony or misdetneancy drug offense in San Francisco than other races, and- neither ‘the
pfopottiotis, 6f blacks in the city’s populatlon (6%) ot dmg mortahty 1011 (22"/) even begins to Jushfy such
a. huge dlspanty

Whether ‘inifetitional or hot; such consistent d1spantles in (Trug war policing in San Francisco should be
viewed as @ human rights violation, As noted préviously; formal human rights discoutse defines: facial
dJscnmmatlon 1ot in terms of overt; conscious racial animus, butin terms of its evident effects. The clty
is-subject to. national, state; and local requlrements to enforce Taws in'a non—dw(:mnmatmy fashion and is
signafory to infernational uman rights accords 1 mposmg even stricter non-discrimination s’tandards San
Frarcisco’s. ongomg, extreme racial dxspantles in drug law énforgement - and authorities’ paralysis in. .
addressing theni conflict with-the city’s ‘commitrent to the egahtauan ideals it champions: Further, an
qiitemnational hwman: rights framewmk provxdes specific gnidance on how cities Tike San Francisco cail go
“beyond halting tacially disparate and largely ineffective criminal ’ justlce models to models. *foc:usmcr an
pubhc healﬂl and sustamable commumty Ie~mveshnem

LR

In hght of these observahons, we l:espectﬂﬂly recemmend the San Franc1sco Boal d of Sup ervisorss

1. ’1u1hate & mulu—agency ;nvestxgatwn inte San F1 ancisco’s polmmg pohues and pra‘,hcs-s to
Ze@Iore policy decisions that contnbute to these trends.

2% lieqmre the. San Francisco Police Department and: all othier ary estmg agenc1es to conform to.
state standards observed by all other: agencies . California it reportmg arrests by race and
‘f‘Latmx ethn1c1ty and: by specﬂin offense Father than cIassﬂymg excessive arrest mmlbers ‘a8

# ther” offenses : E

2 'DeVeIop and. adopt a. concrete plan io’ aﬂdress ﬂlese gacial dlscrepancles in San Fr anclsco’s
drug:arrest pr actlces, pionitored thy ough permthc results-based evaliations:

4. Reaffirm San Francisco’s commxtment to upholdmg its obllgatmns under the ]‘ntelnahonal
© Counventiox to End Racial Discrimination (ICERDY and the anti-discriminatory claige of the
Internatmnal Covenant i Civil: andPolltu:al R1ghfs (ICCPR) :

5. Assess thie trends i drug abuse, drug related cr)me? anﬂ other driug-rélated health and.
Safety issuesin S'm Francisco. by demographlc and other Varmf)les .

6. Include 4 robust “Eqmty Platform” i the demgn of Adult Use of Maujuana EAUM}
i‘egulanons such that opportunities, §avings; @nd vevenue from ‘the ,Iegal cannabis market
serve to beneﬁt those systemaﬁcally ‘1mm.ahzed and 1mpacted by f.he ﬂlug war jn San'

a5 e
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Appendix A

Testimony fo San Francisce Board of Supewlsors on Dlspropm tmnate Arrest/Conﬁnement of.
Aﬁlcan—Amemcan Young Women for Drog Offenses . :

Mike Males, 8 July 2004 R

“The: attactied charts show the arrest rates of San Franeiseo. African-Armerican. Juvemle gtﬂs ages

1017 for several offenses- compared to. Afmcan—Ame'“ca,n glrls elsewhers in- Califorria, as well-as to San:
. Frdncisco girls.of other races. ‘They indicate that San' Francisco has V'istly dispr oporhonate arvests of
youngblack women even compared to the 1 est of the state:

_ The: ﬁgmes formmg the basis of these calculations are. the: latest f01 Cahfomm id, San F1 ancisco
from the state: Department of Justice’s Criminal: Justice Stat]stlcs Center (California. Criminal Justice

Prof Zes at. http //Caag state. CELlJS/CJSC/) and Satt: Tranmsco Juvenile: Probatlon Department (annual

ResearchUmt (http /JWWW dof.cd. gov/HTML/DE YGRAP/Druhp
: Excesswe black arrest rates are .of ‘concerm. throughout Cahforma, and the natlon. Nofe that it
Cah:fomla outs1de San Franclsoo, bIack glrls are 3. 5 times mo", likely to be arresteu for felomes, 4 6

mox'e llkely to be auested fm assault and 18. 9 tl;mes more. hkely to be auested for felony dl ug
oﬁenses than are San F1 ancmco gu‘ls of other races

yaried, though relatwely nonnal pattem of urban arrests for felomes—-about 30% hlgher than the statew1de
average.for. non-black girls, jnclnding tates slightly higher for dssault, shghtly lower for property’ offenses

- 2.8 times higher for-drug felonjes, and cons1derably Tower for drug. mlsdemeanors .

This is not the case-for San Francisco black girls; who display. arrest rates 4 3 fimes ]:ngher for
felonies, 2.5 times lugher for assault and 29.2" tinmies hlghex, for drug felonies than BLACK glI‘lS
élgewhere in California.

Looked at ‘gnothér: Way, San Frauncisco hag 1.8% of the state’s young black women but
aceounts for 35 2% of the arrests-of young black: women for: drug felomes, and 75! % for-all: felomes, ‘
in the state.

Within the city, blacks compuse 12.2% of San ‘ﬁ‘ran(:lsco § populatmn of guls biif scompnse
61.4% of San Francisco girls’ arrestsfor felonies, 66.7% for xobbery, and 72.3% for drug felonies,

Blacks account for 57% of total- arrests; two-thirds of the felony petitions sustained; and three in
five incarcerations of Juvemle g1rls in the €ty : :

Sati Brancisco’s patfern forms & gigantic anomﬂly found nowhere slse. Whlle (@) S
boys of all races, (b) San Francisco giils of otherraces, (¢) Califorriia black: glﬂs and {d) California boy
and girls of all races ALL show: declining sates of arrest and mprlsonment over the last decade, (e) San
Francisco black girls are the ONLY youth populatmn in the state showmg skyrocketmg rates of
arrest: andmcarcerahon :

Finally, there is no'evidence: of a senous dmg abiise problem among S Francxs coblack gir sthat
ywould explain their massively excessive arrestrate. “The.city’s drug abusing populatlon is mosﬂy white.
and overwhelmingly over age 30. The.drn; gs they- ‘4buse are-exactly the § same oties implicated in viclence
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antorig’ drug dedlers: herom Gocaing, methamnhetamme illicit dfug ¢ombinations, and diigs mixed withe
‘dlcohol.

T the Tast- -seven years. (1997 through 2002) federal Drug Abuse Wammg Netwoﬂc show 2,260
deaths in the city were directly related 1o illégal-drug abuse. Of these, 1,486 were wiiites (66%), and 1,793
{79%) were over age-35: DAWN reports also show ‘a: staggermg 52,400 San. Franciscans dreated in
1hosp1ta1 ©Mergency Tooms for ﬂlegal drug-abuse over the Tast.seven years. Of. these 65% Wers white, and
88% were over age 30: -

Meanwhile, none of the city’s drug abuse deaths and Tever than 2% - of the cxty’s hospital
mergency treatments: for' drug abuse were youngex black wonien (age 10—24) Ermotional anecdotes

. gracing. the city’s media. aside, there is little evidence of a serious drug abuse problem among
younger AfncanAmencans in San Franusco, and espemally not among y ung black yvomen Thate
'SalLFIanmsco smce 1996 (ﬁguras through 2002)

Compared. to their coutribution to. the city’s drug. abuse problem, ‘young ] blacks (ages 15-29)

- are. 60 times more likely to be auested foi* drugs that whites over age 30.

. ‘BanFrancisco may -pride tself on its: enlightened. policies toward drugs, but in pomt of fact, this
.clty g drug sitiation s Very chs’urrbmg This: city is failing to.address Tboth its .massive drug: abuse.
problem among older whites (thyee times the rate of ‘other cities in, Cahforma) and jts masswely
excessive: dug oVer-arrest problem of younger black womeéi (29 timiesthe kate elsewliere in
California): I.am ceftainly niot suggesting arresting more people'of any tace: for drugs the city’s felony
-drig atrestrate is already: substantialty higher than the state’s as'a whole. T amsuggesting a majot-revision

- in the way we confront drug. abuse. and. law enfomement n hgh’c of San ]Franmsco 5. exiremié dlscrepancms
“with rcgard torace; gendel “and age. R

. ~Anes’£s SanFlancmco ¥s. Cahfonna onls, 2000 02

,AIrests pet 100 ,000 popuIatlon age’ 10-17

Adrican, Ametican girls, 2000-02: g

Rate - San Franoisco Restof CA .

Felony - 6715 + 1,546

Assauff 1,042 401

Robbery -+ 926 138

Property 1,598 11796

Fél drug 2362 Bl }
Misddrag: 93~ 143~ |
Alldrugi.. 2455 224

Arrests; girls of otherraces -+
Rate: San Francisco Rest of CA.

Felony 587 440

Asgsault 98 87

”Rob‘bery - 64 12

Property 219 244

Feldmg =~ 125 44

Misd drog 35 153

Alldmg 161 197
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Afrésts; all girls

Rate  San Francisco Rest.of CA.

Felony 1334 525

Agsatlt 213 111 , .
Robbery - 169 21,

Property 387 287

Fel diug: 398 47

"Misd drug: 42 . 152

All diug. 441 199

Thank'you for your consideration:,

Mile Males

Sociology.Depariment, 214 College Ehght o
“University of California, Santa Criz, CA 95064 -
fel 831-426-7099.

gmail mmalesCearthhnknet

1ssue of the ovex—arrest of Afncan Amen,an glﬂs i San Franmsco The heanng Wﬂl De- at the City
Serv1ces Cormiitiee meetmg ofL, Thurqday, July 8§ at Clty Hall Superwsms ’\/.[amvell Dufty Ahoto—Pler
. Ma

‘Hedring to- dlscuss the: 3uvemle justlce system W1ﬂ1 Iegard ’te “the: arrest and mcalcerauon rates gf ,
adolescent girts; 1o consider the criminal justice programs. serving this populanon, and to cofisider why
the-arrest. and Jnca;rcerailon rates for young Afncan American. women are the ‘highest of any Cahforma
JBHSletIOJL . L

4/13/04, RECEIVEDAND ASSIGNED to C1ty Semces Commrttee .

4720/04, REFERRED TO DEPARTMENT Referred fo Youth Commissmn for comment

and reconimendation. . .-

http Ilwww. sfgov org/sﬁe/bdsupws _page asp?1d~26009 :
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A Fafiuary 2004

Commission Secretary '

‘Humari Rights Commission.

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 800

‘SanFrancisco, CA 94102-6033
Phone: 415:252.2500

Fax: 4154315764

TDD: 800.735.2922

E-meail: hre.info@sfgov.org

Dear Commissioners:

T am: wntmg to.ask for Commission investigation of the excessive arfest and mcarcera’mon of- Afican:
American juvenile females in San Francisco, specifically for drig offenses. I believe. the extreme pattéin
~documented below constitutes age~based, ramal and sexual discrimination. :

1. San Francisco law enforcement authorities arrest juvenile black feniales for felony drug offenses-dt-a
rats fat excéeding that of Califorria asa whole, and comparable Califoriia cities.

The: 2000 Census shows 3,016 -black, females ages 10-17 {1 San. Franciseo;, 2 1% of the siate s toml
:»populanon of” 146,012 black. females ages 10-17,

’blagk Juvemle fumales anested i‘or Eirug felomes - San Fran(usco 35. 7% of the 15 T black Juvemle
females arrested for drug felonies in all.of Cahforma :

A’c I 857 per. 100, 000 populanon, the afrest rafe for black Juvemle females in San Francisco is 26 fimes
the 1#fe of arrest of black juverile giils for drug felonies elséwhere in theé state. Nor is 2002.-an. isolated
‘year. In. 2001, San Francisco black: glﬂs comprised. 69 of the 191 aIi:ests of black girls’ staterde for drug
felonies; also 36%: of the-total,

San Francisco black. girls comprise 12.5% of the:24, 119 juvenﬂefemales ages 10-17 iri;San Francisco, but
“70% -of the afrests of juvenile Teinales for drig felonies and 77% of the petitions sustamcd for - dmg
felonies' (San Francisco Juvemle Probation. De_parfmellt ghnual report, 2000) The: drag felony arfest tate
for:San Francisco black girlsis 15 times the ratefor gther girls in the cify (1232 per 100,000 popula’aon)

The dmg felony conviction {petition sustained) rate for Black gitls is 23 tlmes that of other guls n Sdn
Francisco.

2. Theie 15 1o ‘evidénoe of a drug abuse’ probleiit among San Franc1sco black girls ﬂlaiwould Justify-such
adrug arrest and incarceration excess. :

3

5 17 ﬂlegal dmg—related hosp1ta1 emc—:rgency treatmentswlcss than one—ﬁfth of 1% of the c1fy 5 drug abusc '

total (Cahforma Cextér for Health Statistics; and Epldemlology and IJl_]UI'Y Control Departmcnt of Health
Services).



3. Eyery:measire-of dnig abuse shows the city?, 5 drug abuse problem,. ovelwhelmmgly, is white and over
age30., - , .
'In 2001 wlu‘es over age.30. compnsed 81 of He CIty s 104 drug overdose deaths; and: 302 of the c:lty s
517 ﬂlcgal drug—related hospfcal emergency treatments--60% to 80% of the city’s drug abuse total. *

Federal Drug. Abuse Wammg Ne‘cw01k ﬁcures show fhe same paifem for a11 deaths and hospl’cal
emergency Toom freatments (Whethm acc1de:n1, suicide; or undetermined) classified as directly related to
abuse of illegal dmgs In 2002 persons over age 35 compnsed 84%, and -whites 64%,- ot the aty’s 273
drig abuse fatalmes o S . . -

Yet. desplte, their overwhelmmg contribution to San Francisco’s. drug abuse toll, city* Whltes over age:30.
comprise just 19.6% (1,577 of 8,035) of felony-artests for drug offenses, and 24.8% (373 of 1,504) of
misdemeanor dmg arrests. Meanwhile, blacks under age 30, who account for just 1% of the city’s drag
abuse deaths, comprise 22:7% (1, 82’7 of 8,035)of felony, and 12:6% (190 of 1;504) of: msdemeanor drug
offen.Ps .

Whltes gver-age 30 #ce arfested for drugs af a.rate one-ﬂnrd of what their contribution to S an Franclsco §
drug abuse toll ‘would predict, while blacks -ages 15:29 are anested ot a-1ate: 22 times higv_,fr than their
drug*dbiise. propomon would predict. Thus, - comiipared to their lével of drog- abuse, - JOUNgEr. .blacks are
more than, 60 times more:likely to be arrested for drugs than older whites.. .

4, This racial disparity Ti arbest’ exists for adult. Afncan ,Amencan women, though not to. ’fhe extreme
extent as-for juvenile f females. s , e - )

Conprising 2.7% of the ‘black: female: population statewide; San’ Franmsco black fernales comprise the
following proportions oft arrests for drug felemes of females in their age groups stateWIde ages 18:19,
42%; ages 20- ’39 , 34%; ageés. 30—39 12%, and agﬁ:s 40~older 12%.

‘Comprising 8% to 10% of San Francisco’s female -popitldtion; blacks age 18:19 comprise 73% of fhe-
‘ariests. 18- 19 year—old ‘womeén citywide for drug felonies; 66% for | age 20—29 56%_ for ages 30 39 -And
70% for those ages 40-and older.

fébﬁlatlons San Franmsco 'S 1ate of drug- 1elated morfahty (37 2 per 100 000 populaﬁon in 2001) is-three
tiries lngher than for Los Angeles (12 2y ‘and San Diega (12 8),. and its rate of drug-related hospltaI
emergency. treatments (1,121.9 per 100,000 populaﬁon in2002) is 4.5 times higher ﬂm,n for Los Angeles
(250.7) and 4.8 times hlghel than for: SanDlego (12:2)., .

i Franmsco 5 law enforccmant pohcy toward dmgs canno’ciae _]UStlﬁed on 1he grounds of pr ac‘cma]l‘cy

6. This complaint.dogs ot allege a violation of civil nghts n. any md1v1dua1 cass. Rather, it aﬂeges that
the- extreme natiie of these statistics clearly shows that Sati Francisco’s pattern of drug law" enforceriient
results in. discrimination agafnst'younger blackpeople parucularly younger black women, and excessive
leniency toward-older whites whose diug abuise 1§ dnvmg the city’s illicit drug use and distribution. These
are, by far, the most racially e extceme figures Thave seen for any city. statew1de

i
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Although ‘precise rice-by-age figures are not available for cities, San Francisco arrested more juvenile
girls by number in 2002 for drug felonies {(83) than the cify ‘of Los Angeles (74) or all, ]unsdlctmns in
Alareds County (32) the latter of which have youth populations six and three timmes higher than San
Francisco, respecﬁvely As. seet, San Francisco’s arrests ate d1sprop0rhonately of blacks,

7. 1 belieye San Franciseo’s method of enforcmg drug laws constitutes 2 race-; gendel- and age-baged
‘human rights violation fhat-is wnfair on its face and which damaggs the lives of younjg people while failing.
) *o address the cﬂy s serious. dlug abuse pmblem among older age gToupq I ask that 'lhESe racml d1spant1es

race and gender cha1acte,nstlcs of 1ts drug abuse problem )

thanlyou for yonr attention,

‘Mike Males, PHD.
~Soc1oIooyDepartment
214 College: Elght ' _ -
‘University of Californi ' ’ e -

; Santa Cruz, CA’ 95064

fel $31-426-7099
‘email ‘mmales@earthlinkenet
homepagc Tittp: [Mhonig. earthlmk.ne’t/rvmmales



Appendix B, Full List of Cannahis Specific Statutes Reviewed

T

.‘C”Ifac's | Statute :ﬁescﬁption' L
Fe]ony 11357(a) HS/F ié0§sg$§ion.‘ of CQgcan%ra‘tﬁd cénna"b'is. |
|msepsie | cutwatonofmerivane
| 11358(d) Hsﬁ Iéu?_ticaﬁén’;cf marguané with pﬂar,s
Tasso s/ | Possassion of maijina for salé Wit priois

| 11359(d) HS/F

' Possessfon of marijuana‘for sale involving.a.person age 20 oryounger |

360 HSSE

V1136O( )(3) HS/F

Transportation, sale and giving away:of marijiana.

<

| 41361(a a) HS/F

‘| Employment of ' minar fo sell or earry marijuana -

b

e

l1iseaiymsse |4

ishing marijuaiia to minorover 14 & C-

o 11?362;*34(aj_§6)L‘HS/E ;
: hcénse

' Manufactuting: concentrated cannabls using:a voJa’mIe scﬂvent withouta

anor | 11357(a) S/

e Peissession of eonceitrated éannabis

- azss7(byHS/M -

-1 Possession of Warijliand 285 grams.orless.

f;'11357(b)( HS/M

: Possassionof| maruuana more than'Z28.5: grams ar concentrated £annabis
more than four grams :

“

|agzs7geyusive
S ey grams or]ess atschool

Possessmn of manjuana 28, 5 grams or Iess -or’ concentrated ca,nnabls

| 43857 (d) HS/M

‘ qussess_iqn of-njaﬁju;sna Lz;g;s_gréms or less at'school




1135‘7(é) Hs/M

| Passessipn of r'naﬁjuana:ﬁpoh"ﬁduhids of k= 12 schod!

| 11357.5(a) HS/M

1 Selling or distributing a syfithetic cannabinold compourid

11357.5(h) HS/M'

{ Use of possession of a syrithetic cannabirioid compotnid withjpﬁo;r'

gffense

14358(c) Hs/M

Cultivation of farijuana

Ai3ss(b) HS/M

| possession-of marijuana for-sale

-

1‘1350(va;)‘(vz,)‘ Hs/M B

Transportation, sale and giving away of marijuana

L1360 HS/M

1 Trarisportation of not more than 28:5 grams:of marijuana other-than
“gonicentrated cannabis

11362.3()(5) HS/M |

“Possesslon of marijuana upon school grounds

23222(b)Ve/M

| Posséssion of marijuana while-driving,

| 3n01d(a) RN

| Operating a business in cultivatiori arid retail of marijuana products
| withont:a perinit - ’ '

1 Infraction

| 91357(a WS/t -

| Possession of marijuana 28.5 grams or less or caficenttated cannabis
* | four gramsoriess

| Possession of marijuana 28.5 gramsor less

| ABBST)AHS/T +o
| zannabis more than four grams

WiifioF i possession of narijuana tore than-28,5 grams. of toricentrated -

A 11357(d) Hs/r

{ Mihorin possession dfmé’rijuan’a-fZB.S’grams{(")i-']essofzc'ohjc,éﬁthted '
| ganinabisfour gramsor l6ss at school

| 11357.5(8) HS/1

Uss or possession 6f a synthetic cannabinoid:

| ax3saga s

| 11358(b) HS/1

| Culitivation of marijuana by a:person bétween 18-and 20°years of age.




&

‘11359('a)"HS[i

Possession of thatfjuana for §'a'ije By-athinorinder 18.

11360(a)(1) Hs/i

“Transportation; sale and giving away of marfiuanaby a minor under 18

e

| 11360() HS/)

“Trahsportation of hot more than 28.5 grams of marijuana other than
| -conicentrated-cannabls

11362:3(a)(1) HS/I:

{ Smoking marijuaria‘in a prohibited public place

| d1362.3(a)(2) HS/!

|- Smoking marijuana where tobacco is prohibited

113623 ()3 HS/

Smioking marijuana within 1,000 feet.of a'schaol’

] ;:1136'2;”3(:;)(4)‘}13/15 '

Ppssession of ah-open container of marijuana while in-avehicle.

@B

Passession of marijuana while driving
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Appendix D. 'E)(isting‘ResouPoeS'

S#n-Francisco has numerous. emstmg resourcesthat canserveas 1mportan1’cools for Equity Apphcants
and:the'exisiing industry. While this isnot, meantto serye as an exhaustive mventory, this section
provndes background for exnstlng prograrhs feferenced mthe report. These are afew.of the: nrograms
that tan be Ieveraged 1o help create a more mcluswe 1ndustry and ensuxe the siccess of Equv‘y
Aptphcants ' ' i E

T

Generol Support from fhe Office omeaIl Busmess : . :
TheOffice of: Small BUhInESS (OSB) and the SF: Busmess Portal serve as. a central pomt of lnformatlon and
assistance for small busmesses and- entrepreneurs I6cated in San Francisco and. prowdes one-to-one.

case management asmstahce mcludmg mformatlonon feqliired license: and permlts technical
assistance, and other busmess resources 8 .

The OSH: specaahzes iniservicing business clierits that are unfamlhar or challenged by language in
understandmg the business regulétory-énviroriment and can help navigate busmess 10" techmca] Services
managed by other pomons of:OEWD. and:service providers.. : S

Business Ass:stance S s : : el ' T i
‘Office of Small Busmess services: mclude pm\ndmg potentlal operators wnt’n a customized checkhst for :
startinga bus.ness BUsiness. Reglstratlon Requirements; Business: License: and Permit: Info;Zoning &
Land Useé Info & Assistance; Technical Assistance Providers & Business Support; ADA Requirements /and
Assessments; Business Classes arid Workshops; Legal Resources for Entrepreneuts; Employer Mandates -
Hirihg Em‘p l‘oye‘es; Building Permit Process-Overview; variols oth er Businiess Resources and Programs::

legalAss/stance » A Smtie - e SR Cn e b e

“The Office of Small Bumness €an also. referto PrOgrams. such as the San Francxsco Bar Assocxatxon J.awyer

. Referral and]nformatlonalServnceslThlscosts approxnna‘fey$35 for30 mingfes, v s

Human f_i{esources A5515tance T T : pol T ,
“The Office of Smialf Busmess canalsd refet to resources such s the Cahforma Emp[oyers Assocxatlon,
notfor proﬁ’c emp}oyers assoclatlon N T T whols

Open in5F Do T
_Mayor | Lee has‘ reated 'Eipé'nf i'r:ivS.'F"'andFs”ef:é"

fthe core. of San Francnsco 's. ldentrty, economy, and Workforce, and to make it easier for San Franmscans
22 0f gl Wia small business: The program is:an mteragency collaboratton that prowdes

i ‘“f:o open; operat‘
difect seTvices to- a55|st'md(wduals 1h'Sad Franmsco who aré’ worktng through the permlttmg process to

P

-+

.opeiasmall business:.

-Flrst Source
" This-program requ es cannabls bUSmesses to post any new en' v [evel posmons w1th San Franc1sco s
workforce system, before postmg posmons pubhcty through other platforms, The Clty’s workforce .




-system is a robust network of cammunity based organizations, job development providers, and
‘'Voeationa training programs working primarily with unémployed, undéremployed, and Iow-incomi San
Franciscaris. Partici oe‘n’ts in the workforce system often access this system because they represent
populations that have historically faced discrimination and disenfranchisement and as a result lack the
professmnal fietworksthat are so gritical’ to gaining a foothold ifi a career. The’ workforce system worked
witth over 8,000. people last year, 92%. of Whl chrepresented househoids earning: Jessthan 50% Avil-and
37%of which were African American; The warkforce systern targetsspacific: populatlons that have
'umque_bamers fo employment Tneluding fornierly: ificarcératad individuals, veterans, ard newly-arfived -
immigrants; These are the individuals that the cannabis industry has'made a priority and by
rmcorporatmg First Source | nlrmg prac’cices inta. cannabls businesses; businesses have a diréct connection

to the job séekers: that it Is lookmg for. Iri'Sah Francisco 's'tight labor market, First Source offers:an,
invaluahle pool of qualified entry-level falent that small businesses-canstruggle to fmd

commumty— based workforce centers that oﬂ’er partlclpants support iﬁ seeklng and connectmg’to
ermployment. They also- partner with netghbormg biiginessas:

thina commumty in orderto. conhigct
local businigsses fo local jobseekers. The Specialized Access Points deliver-customized workforce sérvices:
for popillatioris who often face barriers infinding e‘mﬁloyment ricluding a Re-Ertry Aecess point, to
address the specific job.readiness needs for. individuals who have interfaced withthe criminal. Justice
'udmgthOSe wlth cannabns«related conwctlons Co ltect

lve!y, these w0rkforce serv:ces further

lingPrograms: 4
Hospltalrcy Academy=The: Hospltalxty Academy is desxgneo fa coordinate: tram1ngw1th emp]oyment
opportumtles iA orderto supportthe growth ofa dwerse and wel] quahﬁed hosp;tahty secfor workforce:

emp!oymertt opportunltles in the hospltahty sector from food preparatlon and guest s' r\nces to the
mamtenance and secutity needs that. hospltallty busmesses fequire, The Hospltahty Academy ser\les,_'go
fulfill the hiringneeds of hospitality sector employers with qualified:candidates that-are job; ready,
possess the sklll 5 and abilities tobe an at’mbute tothe: workforce and hold [<nowledge and’ passion for
“the mdustry Partlclpants successfu]ly commetmg programiming from the. Hospltahty Academy would be
ﬂacura! candxdates for retall posmons cannabls foed busmesses as well as- secunty guard posmons

CltyBUIld Academy aims to meetthe demands of-the construction industry and-our dynamicie economy by
‘providifg comprehenswe pre-apprentlceshlp and-construction admm[stratlon trammg 't6.Sah Francisco-
residents. Cltmeld begaiyin 2006 as-an effort to’ cogtdinate: City-wide construction trammg and "
employment programs and is administered by OEWD in 1partr~}3.e,r§hlp Wwith City College of Sari Frangisco,



£

‘varfous comiidnity non-profit organizations, laborunions, and iidustry- Em]olove}@ CityBuild furthers
‘the City's social justice-and employment equity goals by recruiting disadvantaged jobseekers who face or

ha rcomie. bafriers to employment; mcludmg formerly itarcerated workers incommunities .
negatlvely‘lmpacted by:the failed war on drugs. Cltmeld graduatesvvould be nitural candidates for
machine operator- positiors withinthe cannabis industry as well as‘the ancillary jobs:with construction
ﬁrmsburldmg out hew cannahis businesseg.and at HYAC companies serying these: busmessas, Takmg
thtoraceolint. emergmg cannabis apprénticeship: programs such as thelaborers' Local 261 Cannabis
Hortlcultural Apprentlceshlo with some time.and resources CityRuild has the patential to expand and

Cregte new’ partnershlps to prowde pre—a pprent|ceshlp and‘a proven pathwayto emplovment for
“Workers in’ ‘the ciiltivation side oF the mdustry aswell; helping to ensura dLVerSIty and reduce bamers to:

‘equitable opportunity.in the growing cannabis mdustry

‘Hedlth Care Academy .

The Health Care Academy is'designed to. lmprove the responsweness -Gf the wo rkforce system ta meet
the. demands of the: growmg health care. industry. The health care industry has been ldentlfled both
natlonally and loca ly asa prlorlty for workforce anestment d ;to stable and/or mcreasmg demand for

maruuana prescrlptlons) and patlent access reps: (clmlcal customer seryice. representat!ves that are
tralned with prowdmg service'fo those with: medlcal condltlons) e e

ﬂpprentlceshlp ngrams e A g R ST
Apprentlceshlg. is'a mearisiof addressmgthe workforce needs of our- dynamlc economy’s core and
emerging mdustrles by providing.paid, on-theqob tralnmg and:a structured pathway fo eareer
advancement Partlcxpants 13 state—certlf ed. apprentxceshlp programs earm’ specific: wages and benefits

that incrédse as employment hours are accumulated,. resultlng in‘the attainment: of Journey-level status.

“ overa periodthat typlcally ranges fronitwa tofour years. Apprentlceshlp is a key foupdation of the

Clty’s workforce development strategy, part[cularly with res ectto the constructlon and technologv
sectors. By investing i in pre—apprentlceshlp programs: stich ‘tyBu‘ld arid TechSF the Off ice of '
Ecanomic and Workforce: DeVelopment provrdes an oppoﬁ'umty for economlcally dlsadvantagecl
Jobseekers and workers thatface or have overcarie barriers ta employment to becorie job ready and
securelife skillshefor re ‘they ‘become:an apprentlce Partnermg with'em ployers and lahor orgamzatlons
thm a specn“" csectortocrafta pre—apprentlceshxp curriculum allows OEWD fo offerpre- - :
apprentlceshlp graduates guaranteed or priority access to apprentlceshrp and the career benefits that
await a5 they-work to'become journey-level workers in‘their field. €apacity and résotrceswithin our -
training progr airis may-rieed to be evaluated dependingont how his mode] evolves POlle framework.
for.suchan. apprenticeship program should be fobust enotighto. scale; bt should also recognize the

rialssance of this rndustryand lack of‘data for acclrdte predictions related to job creation:




S

= .

Clean Slate . :

Clea Slate s-a program of the San Francrsco Publlc Defendel 's Office that can help people clean up”
tltiEIr criminal records. Thetype of Gasés the Public Defehder handles through-this program ineludes:
Expungements {risdemeanor & felony convictions mcludmg, but riot limited to drunk driving, theft,
prostitution; burglary, drug offenses, domestic viclerice, tobbery, dndassault and battery) and -~
Céttificates of Rehabilitation siich as State Prison Cases. ~

Fair‘Chance Ordinance (FCO)
The Fair Charice’ Ordinance (FCO)'went jnto effect on. August 13, 2014 ahd regulates the use of arrest
and:conviction records in employment decrsrons for certaih'em ployers, affordable. housmg provrders, v
and Cxty contraotors The ECO’ app]res to private em ployers thatare located of doing busmess in San
Francrsco -and that ernploy 2001 more persons worldwide. This-20- person threshold mcludes owner(s),

'~management and super sorual employees ,Job placement referral agencres, emd other employment

1

Financial. Empowerment

The:Office of Financial Erhpowerment (OFE) housed Within:the Offite:of the Tredsurer; desrgns pilots

and:expandsprograms-and policiesthat help low fricome famllres build economie secarity and Tiobility.
chsas-Smart Money Coathing; which provide one-oni-one financial coaching, could be:
expanded to;,spe,clfj_ca}ly sarve the;needs-ofemployees inthe cannabls, _[ndustry.

Smart Monéy Coaching provfd es. free fl heh'clel rz’oac’lﬁr‘ig fo lo‘w’lnco me Eeh%Fre‘néi’scaﬁé‘ ac 27sittesin.

partnership with the Human

Developmem: the Ofﬁce of’ Economrc and Workforce Devempme'rt and the Housmg Au’thorl’cy

-Other programs avarlable to assrst employees in tHe- canﬁabxs mdustry mclude

i

. Saverufe ah online program ‘thet reWards mdnncluals for: consrstently savmg at least 490 each:

o .B 'l( On San Franc‘isco helps re5|dents 4Ccess safe aﬂbrdable accounts at responsrble banks and.
credit uruons :
Commumty Busmess Priority. Processing., Program

hning Departient has dssetfibled a desrgnated staff to help navrgate the: applrcatron process, The

ke

+Community Business Priority Processmg Progrart (CBBP)  streamlines the Conditional Use review

process | for certain:siall and’mid-sized business ‘applications and groyides d srmpllﬂed and efficient
system to get help'you ut the door fasterand open your business sooner. Projects that qualify, for-and



‘enrollin the CB3P ate guaranteéd a Planning Commission hearing date-within 90 days of filing a
comiplete application, and placernent of the Consent Calendar. Applicanits for the CB3P musta)
complete a checklist documenting eligiblity for participation; b) complete the Conditional Use
application and provide dssociated materials; & conduct a Pre-Application Nieefing prior: to filing, and d)
Eprd_vidé interioFand ‘exterior photos, péﬁ’Reso!htion:ﬁlgsz?;}that ést:_a’bﬁshad fthe.pfogram.(_'gertain
Jimitations do‘apply;and CB3P applications aresubject to the same fevel of neighborhood notice, the
game Planning ,Codé;p'rb\iis;ibns,_.and the same (if applicable) CEQA review fequirements;:and may still be
shifted from Consent-to Regular ‘Ca_leﬁda_r:ifireques'-ted by a Planning Commissionerior membef of the

public.
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Appendix E. Taxation: ;é;fa‘té:s'ﬁuctm&,’Review Cffnthériauﬁsdicﬁons' Tax Struciures
Néw cannabis taxes have also beéi authiotized urider’ Propositzon 64: All ¢arinabis is subject toa 15
percent state excise tax‘and local governments may also levy their own excise taxes. Standard sales
taxesapply aswell, although medtcmal cannabis s exempt from:ales taxes. Further, the'state will

collectitaxes from cu!tqutors ata r:te of $9 25/02 for cannabls f OwWérs and $2 75/02 for leavés. State tax

Azmd commumty relnvestment grants .

Anticipating the passage of Prop. 64, iaver 30:cifies and counties in California put cannabis tax Meastres
before voters. last November; and: nearly all:of these-measures passed; The average local tax rate-on
carinahis fs amund 10 percent ‘which is i addition to the state’s taxof 15 percent,

In some.cities; the tax is v_a__riable;-ln San D’ieg,o, forinstance, the rate;startsar 5 percent, increases to 8
percenitin 2018; ahd‘City ccu‘ncﬂ‘is'authdﬁzéd "“c; ’ﬁcre se--i:'he t‘ax Ew:irdinaﬁté‘td a‘maxir‘ﬁu‘rﬁ 15‘
percent. In theCh
stores, a5 p’e}'cent tax on medictual cannab:s, and lesser taxes on-hon- retall cannabls busmesses such
as testmg and ma anacturlng All fiew Iocal ‘taxes that have passed smce November 2016 are generai

ﬂeﬂ‘ i Vted rund thh speufc spendmg requlrements e .

LcttaHy, thecities of San Jose Odkiand, and Berke]ey have lewed fdxes on cannabis.salés sinca 2010,
although priorito Proposition 64 faxes only:applied to medicinak cannabls Each of these citfes will fax
adult—use cannabls at 10 percent.In. Oakland and Berkeley, medlcmal cannabls istaxed at: IOWer rates;.

While San:Francisco. does not curently tax cannabis beyond the standard sales fax, local officials.and
" femmibers of the pupblic are beginning to convene to decide on 3 tax measire to pirt béfore voters in an’
upcaming election.
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I, Executive Summary

On September 5, 2017, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Ordinance No, 170859, creating the
Office of Cannabis and defining the Office’s responsibilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabls, the Department of Public Health and the Controller’s
Office deliver to them and the Mayor no Jater than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unigue needs
of individuals who use cannabls for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy
options that would (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure
medical cannabis patients continue to receive high-quality, appropriate. care and (C) providing
uninterrupted access to medical cannabis patients.

This repart studies the current state of medical access in San Francisco, provides background on the
Medical Marijuana ldentification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community,
and provides feedback given to.the City'through focus groups hosted hy the Department of Public Health,
Finally, the report makes various recommendations for the City’s consideration,

1. Introduction

Calffornia Medical Cannabis Policy

In 1996, California became the first state in the U.S, to legalize medical cannabis, Legalization resulted
from passage of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into California’s
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 11362.5), Its purpose was to a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the
right to obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person's health would benefit from
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma,
arthritis, migraine, or any other illness for which marijuana provides relief; and b) ensure that patients
and their primary caregivers who obtain and use marijuana for medical pufposes upon the
recommendation of a physician are not subject to criminal prosecution or sanction.

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and passession limits and
establish the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful
cultivation and distribution of cannabls among members, These laws allowed for medical cannabis access
and created city and county-based systems across the State.

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn’t
until 2015 and-the passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries (“AB-243, Medical Marijuana” 2015).
Originally set to take effect on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was
amended via the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016. This updated piece'of
legislature aimed to incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive
licensing system {“SB-643, Medical Marjjuana” 2016).



On November 8, 2016, Cé!ifomia voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA),
legallzing the distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical
Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015, In 2017, California sought to create one-regulatory
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the
Medicinal and Adult Use' Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA} into law, reconciling the
differences between AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crucial step towards developing a regulatory
framework to facilitate a for-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use.

San Francisco

In 1991, San Francisco voters passed Proposition P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San
Francisco would fecommend that the State of Californla‘and the California Medical Assoclation restore
“hemp medical preparations” to California’s official list of medicines (Offiee of the Registrar of Voters
1991). There were three paid arguments in the ballet in favor of Proposition P, which prO\)ided quotes
from physicians and cited scientific institutions in arguing for cannabis’ medical benefits (Office of the
Registrar of Voters 1991). Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Frahcisco
Public Library 2017). '

In 1989, San Francisco’s Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-89, “Supporting the Development
and Implementation of ‘a Voluntary Medical Cannabls ldentification Card Program” (San.Francisco
Department of Public Health 2000). This resclution supported the development of an identification card
program for medical cannabis for individuals who qualified underthe Compassionate Use Act as patients
or primary caregivers, In 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created-San Francisco’s current
identification program for medical marijuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000),

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01-2006, declaring San Francisco to
be a-“Sanctuary for Medical Cannabis (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urged:
California law enforcement and regulatory agencles to avold harassing, arresting and prosecuting
physicians, dispensaries, patients or caregivers who complied with the Compassionate Use Act.

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors placed Proposition S, titled “Medical Marljuana,” on the ballot. The
proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City
Attorney, and Departrient of Public. Health- to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and
distribute medical marfjuana (Depértment’ of Elections 2002). Proposition $ passed with approximately
62% of the vote (San Francisco Public Library 2017).

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 64-05, “Zoning — Interim Maratorium on
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries” (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The ordinance expressed
concern over the significant increase in the humber-of individuals enrofled in the city’s voluntary medical
canhabis identification program, “In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 individuals registered...and
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there are now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enrolled” (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The
ordinance acknowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis
dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries.

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisars unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisco
Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis
dispensarles (San Francisco Department.of Public Health 2005).

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco.
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been resporisible for the dispensary permitting
process. Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco’s “Budget and Appropriation Ordinance”
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established the Office of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating
various city departments and state agencles efforts to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use
commercial cannabis activity in 2018,

" 1, Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program

The Californié» Department of Public Health (CDPH} Medical Marijuana ldentification Card Program
{MMICP)* creates a State-authorized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry
database. for card holders (l.e. qualified patients and ptimary caregivers). The card provides legal
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card progra~m is
voluntary, meaning not evetyone who uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one.
Individuals and/or primary careglvers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of
residency, and the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages
this process at the county level,

A, Application Process

It is important to note that the State program Is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH

retains any personal, demographic, or medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders.

" The identifying and medical information that applicants provide as part of the State application process is
returned to the applicant at the time the card is issued. The only information maintained at the county

- level are the unique identifier that the State assigns to every card holder and the card’s expiration date.

.B. County-Level Medical Marijuana tdentification Card Program Data

In terms of number of cards issued by county, a recéntly published California Department of Public Health
report notes that, from July 2005 through September 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards—one of the highest amounts across participating counties. This is
not to say that there are currently 22,740 patients using medical cannahis in San Francisco, as the card

1 See CDPH Medical Marijuana‘Ideﬁtificatioﬁ Card Program report, available at .
https:/fwww.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CHSI/CDPH%20Document%20Library/MMPCounty%20Card%20Count%20Sep
tember%202017-18revADA.pdf, ’




must be re-issued on an annual bass. It Is also important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders
over time, with 3,975 cards Issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year
2016, and 580 cards in fiscal year 2017,

Figure 1. Number of MMIC Cards Issued in San Francisco by Fiscal Year
- Flgure 1: Number OF MIMIC Cards Issued IN San Francisco County BY Fiscal Year

1638

1008 460

670 652 fpg

E ; S

FY-2005- FY 2006~ FY 2007- FY 2008- FY 2009- FY 2010- FY 2011- FY 2012- FY 2013- FY 2014- FY 2015~ FY 2016- FY 2017-
] 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 i7 184

*Fiscal Year 2017-18 reflects the number of cards issued through September 2017.

C. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Holder Data

As mentioned earlier, the county does not retain general demographic information of applicants or card-
holders. One. data point that is available to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a
card fee reduction as a Medi-Cal progtam beneficiary. Per State law, Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50%
reduction in the fee for the State identification card.2 The current amount is X. '

This informatlon (s useful because It provides insight into affordability questions for medical cannabis
patients in San Francisco, since the Medi-Cal program ‘serves low-income individuals and families, In
general, individuals and famiilles with annual incomes at or below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level
qualify for the program..Figure 2 below® providés more information about income levels at 138 percent
" of the Federal Poverty Level.

2 The full fee for each cardin San Francisco County is currently $100, with Med-Cal beneficiary fee reduction
bringing the cost down to $50 dollars. See also California Health and Safety Code Section 11862.755.

3 Californla Department of Health Care Services website, available at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/medi-
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cal,aspx. '
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Figure 2. California Medi-Cal Income Eligibility

Famiily Size 138% Poverty Level
1 16,395

2 22,108

2 Adults 122,108

3 27,821

4 33,534

5 39,248

6 44,961,

7 50,688

8 ‘| 56,429

9 62,169
10. . 67,910

11 - . ' 73,651
12 ' 79,392
Each Additional Person Add 5,741

Figure 3 below* shows the proportion of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee
reduction based on Medi-cal eligibility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017, The figure shows
that over the past few fiscal years, over half of all card holders in San Francisco made such requests.

Figure 3. Proportlon of MIMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility

FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL
ELIGIBILITY
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IV, Facus Group Narratives

A, Methodology

In order to provide the City's policvmakers and the Office of Cannabis with a comprehensive view of the
medical cannabis cost and affo.rdabillty landscapes, the Depariment of Public Health conducted three
sebarat'e focus groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to
alleviate those concerns. Where Individuals were unable to participate in person, the Department
collected responses via phone and ernail. Ovér three foaus group sessions, the Department Interviewed
sixteen mdlviduals.

_The focus groups included representatives fror"n the below stakeholdér categories, and Department of
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orientation within each focus group.

Medical cannabis patients -

Medical cannabis patient advocates

Medical cannabis business owners — storefront and delivery.only
Public policy experts

As part.of the discussions, focus group participants also noted their-experiences with homelessness, living
with HIV, behavioral health Issues; living with a disability, and past-military service. It Is also important to
note that mahy focus group participants felt they represented more than one category above,

Each focus group discussed the following questions:

1. Inyour eXperienCe, how is the medical cannabis patient community r"eacti‘ng‘to State and lacal
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework?

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new
medical cannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into
the discussion?

3. What is the general feelihg amang patients about the State medical cannabis identification
card? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that thereis a fee assoclated
with obtalmng it?

4. Do you have Ideas and suggestions about how the City could address concerns you've
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Franclsco?

The following information, in no particular order, Is a compilation of the main discussion points from all
focus groups, and where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is hoted.



B. Medical Cannabis Comimunity Reactions and Concerns: Focus Group Responses

1.. Inyour experience, how is the medical cannablis patient community reacting to State and local
changes to the medical carinablis regulatory framework?

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new regulatory
market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion?

Responses to the above questions are noted below.

Preserving San Francisco’s Compasslonate Care Model, Focus group participants affirmed that patients
use cannabis as an alternative to prescription drugs, a harm-reductiori tool, and as an important treatment
option for a wide variety of conditions, and that the State and City needed to appropriately recognize this
as a significant benefit to individuals with medical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical
cannabis structure and future adult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast
dedication of the current medical cannabls community, and, for that reason, the City should elevate those
needs.” :

With regard to the current and future.landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently
benefitting: from an increase In available products as new dispensarjes enter the medical market and
lowered prices- due to increased market competition, further notirig that in the newly regulated market,
patients can also expect to benefit further from"guide‘nnes designed to make cannabis and cannabis
products safer. This participant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also
apprehensive and uncertain about how the medical and adult use markets will affect one another and
how new regulations will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically. This individual believed that
these feelings would remain until State and local medical and adult use legislation and regulations are
finalized, and that the longer that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will
experignce.

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law® does not allow for
compassionate care to contihue in San Francisco in the way that patlents have accessed it In the past,
access it currently, and envision it for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue is not
addressed, the City runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether. One meeting particlpant
noted that, though the pending State medical and adult use cannabis regulatory systems should be
streamlined wherever possible for efficlency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical
cannabis markets should diffar 'sig‘niﬁc’:antly; Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were
as follows:

o Cost for Patients. Patticipants in each.focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patlents in
the newly regulated medical carinabis market, especially for low-income and indigent patients,
immobile patients, and those experiencing homelessness. To some participants, the cost of

- % These concerns would also apply to any provisions within the current proposed-local ardinance that eodify the
relevant State law provisions. '
e 8




medical cannabis Is already at unaffordable levels for many, and patients and patlent
advocates in each focus group were concerned about the abllity for them to access the market
in the face of new State and local regulations, where the regu.latory cast would likely be passed
on to consumers. There was also concern about the added burden of State and (possible) local
taxation structures, According to some, patients generally prefer regulated, lab-tested medical
cannabls, but one serlous consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit
market, Where medical cannabis would: likely be cheaper, State law does exempt medical
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-issued card-from State sales tax,® but there
was consensys across focus groups that this exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost
. barrlers for patients.

e  Prohibition against Samples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the
giving-away of cannabis and cannabls products as paft of a business promotion or cornmercial
activity.” This has been interpreted to disallow the giving of cannabis samples and
cannabis/cannabis products at discounted or no cost to individual consumers and/or other
businesses, which are current practices in San Francisco’s medical cannabis market.

- Participants across the focus grdupé were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since,
according to-them, such practices are critical for maintaining a functional compassionate care
program. For example, patients rely on samples to test products in hopes of finding one that
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase
each item at full price at the outset.

Further, State law also requires that all cannabls and cannabis products be tagged with a
unique identifier, known as a “track and trace” system.® There was a concern that this could
conflict-with any local policy allowing for donations or samples, sihce those cannabis. items
would not be moving through the commerctal system the way State law currently envisions.
For example, some medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and
cannabls product donations that they then 'distribute to patierits, and such a track and trace
system would deter those donors from continuing a practice that, in thelr view, facllltates
continued and affordable access for low-income patients;

e Phased Elimination of the Collective/Cooperative Model. In establishing a State-regulated
medical cannabis market, State law . also eventually phases out the current
collective/cooperative medical cannabis model.? Accarding to focus group participants, this
would eliminate a critical community-sharing element of San Francisco’s current
compassionate care practices.

§The Adult Use of Marfjuana Act - Proposition 64, Section 34011,

7 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabls-Regulation and Safety Act-(MAUCRSA) Section 26153

8 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act — Proposition 64, Section 26170,

% Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act {(MAUCRSA) Section 11362,775
' 9




® “ Product Type and Dosage. Inflexibility. Current State law limits-edible cannabis product THC
content to-10 milligrams per serving size in both the medical and adult use markets,® and
previously proposed State regulations™ limited the total THC amount per package to 100
milligrams. The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milligram THC limit on non-
edible cannabis products in both markets.* Focus group participants identified two main
problems ‘with this approach, First; there is often a need for patients to consume higher
dosages than individuals in the adult use market because medical condition treatment plans
and cannabis nietabolism rates differ per individual, and, since State law does not currently
allow-for patients to obtain cannabls at little to no cost, this limitation would require patients
to purchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive.
Second, some participants noted that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit
the types of edible cannabis products that can be produced, which they felt would provide
primarily for preservative-heavy and sugar-laden products; lead to high caloric intake among
patients if they must consume. multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result.

® Cannabis Licénse Feés. Some focus group partlcipants cited State and (possible) local cannabis
permit fees'® as-a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to
continue providing cannabis and services to low-income patignts in San Francisco.

. ,Medi_cal Cannabis for Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of
~ cannabls products that are considered appealing to children, Focus group participants noted
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed

to make-consumption palatable for them.

Lack of Dedicated Consumption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabis
patients, consuming their- medicine is often a soclal experience that is important for the healing
process, and that there were not enough existing spaces in San Francisco for this purpose..

Driving Under the Influencé Determiinations, There was concern in one focus group about the process
the State and City will undertake in determining'whether an individual is driving under the influence.
A process that considers only whether THC is present in the system, and not whether driving is actually

1% Medicinal and. Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
1 See California Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DEDCS/CDPH%20D0ocument%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20( Fin
al%200n%20CDPH%20Letterhead). pdf. ‘ ‘
12 see California Department of Public Health Propesed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at
bttps://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/COPH%20D0cument%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20(Fin
al%200n%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf,
13 | ocal cannabls permit fees have not yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would fikely
beacost barrfer onhce established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee,
14 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c),
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impaired as a result, will negatively affect patients, especially those who require relatively high THC
doses as part of their treatnient plans.

Safe Consumption Information for Patients, Meeting participants noted that safe consumption
information currently varied across dispensarias, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe
patient consumption practices..

C. State'Medical Cannabis Identification Card —Focus Group Responses

3. What is the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do peaple

generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it?

Responses to the abave giiestions are noted below,

There was general consensus across focus groups that many patients in San Francisco are currently
unaware of the State.,cafd program and/or how to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current
businesses were not appropriately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients
who possess the ‘card, and that this would likely continue without widespread education about the
program for business owners, their employees and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested
that the Health Department: lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating
providers that do not commonly ihteract with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with
prograrh’ guidelines, and developing informational materials for display at dispensaries and doctors’
offices.

with the onset of adult use commeércial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical
cannabis patients may bypass the medical market and instead obtain cannabis in the adult use market
dueto public stigma. surrounding medical cannabis use, as well as misconceptions about the type of
information that is stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may
affect current/future employment opporturnities and the ability to purchase a firearm.>

. In contrast, ane participant no‘tédlthat’ it was difficult to predict the effect of the adult use market on the
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of
San Francisco-based adult use retailers in eafly January, 2018, may significantly increase State card
utilization. Others felt that adult use legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the
medical market and card utilization, since mere people would be comfortable with cannabis use in.
general. :

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobaceo, Firearms and Explosives issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees in 2011
clarifying that federal law prohibits unlawful users of controlled substances, as dafined by the federal Controlled
Substances Act, from receiving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, avallable at
http://71.11,3.134/share/PDE/ATFOpentetier092111.pdf.
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D. Ideas and Shggesﬁpns — Focus Group Responses

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Francisco?

Responses tg the above questlons are noted below.

City Advocacy at the State Level to-Preserve Current Compassionate Care Programs. Each focus group
hxghhghted the need for the City to advocate at the State level to allow: ,
¢ . businesses to provide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted
cost to medical cannabis patients
e anonymous donatlions to compassionate care locations
businesses to produce high dosage products for medical cannabls patients

Focus group patticipants felt that such-advocacy would allow compassjonate care to continue In the City
in its currenit form. '

Establish a C/tywide Compassionate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level

advocacy, focus group participants thought the City could create a program with the following possnble
‘characteristics:

Program Eligibility Criteria. Using income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with
medical cannabis need who are enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income
seniors (i.e. individuals” over 50), immobile patients, and veterans wolld qualify for the City
~ program. To capture as many individuals as possible, the City could also consider enrollment in
other existing programs serving low-income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care
program eligibility. To limit the risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients
whg receive federal assistance, the City could use the current MMIGC application process as a
record retention model. Facus group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion
and preservingthe confidéntiality of those accessing the program.
‘Program Elements. Facus.gkoup_s'put forth the following possibilities:

o Program participants would be able to purchase medical cannabls and any medical
cannabis product at cost of production., .

o Program participants would be able to access current compassionate care services at
individual medical cannabis dispensarles, e.g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at
ittle to no cost,

o San Francisco could create event permits for compassmnate care events across the City,
where patients and businesses could provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis
products, and provide free or discounted cannabls to program participants.
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.6 San Frahcisco could allow current medical cannabis collective/cooperative businesses fo
cantinue their operations as they currently exist.

o Any reduced cost-policies the City establishes for patients would also apply to adult use-
cannabis and cannabis products.

‘o Some parhctpants specifically referenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supetvisors
-resalution®® that ‘encouraged canhabis dispensaries to establish compassionate care
programs, rioting that it already includes many- principles that the City could codify
Citywide (e.g. proritizing seniors and veterans).

Citywide. Compassionate Cafe Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis
identification card, a_county-based card could be issued to individuals who qualify for the
ptogram, Some focus group patticipants referenced a previous San Francisco county medical
cannabis identification card program that was deactivated with the establishment of the State-
* issued card, suggesting that the City’s card program could be reactivated for this purpose. Focus
group members:alsofelt the card should be issued at little to no cost to program participants,

Program Funding Methahisms, Focus group-participants suggested that a fund be established to
suppott the City's Compassionate Care progtam in whatever form(s) it eventually takes. Due to
the inability for many eannabis businesses to access banking services, it was advised that the City
greata the fund and thata stakeholder group that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund’s
revenue allocation protéss. Some focus graup participants suggested that the fund also be used
to subsidize the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses-and/or the operating costs ofa’
compassionate caré community center-suggested elsewhere in this report. Focus groups
suggested three main fundmg mechanisms:

o} R0und-Up Mechanism. At the poinit of sale in either the medical or adult use markets,
consumers could choose to donate to the fund by “rounding up” the cost of their purchase.
For example, if a consumer purchased a canhabis product-at 47 dollars, the total price
could be rounded up to 50 dollars, With the remaining three dollars donated to the

© program.

o Business contributions. Under this model, cannabis businesses would be requlired to set
aside a portion of their profits to fund the program, or the City could instead make such
Acontrlbutlons voluntary Serme participants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated
contributlon

o .Business Program Start.Up Funds. Here, canriabis businesses would voluntarily contribute
immediate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for
continued funding after the initial contribution. '

i

%6 See San Franclsco Board of Supervisors 2007 Resolutioh yrgihg Medical Canhabis Dispensaries to lmpiement
. Compasslonate Care Programs to Serve Low and No Inceme Patients, avallable at.
http://sthos. org/ftp/upioadedfn!e_s/bdsupvrjresolutnons@?/roszz’» -07.pdf.
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City Advocacy at the State'Level to Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of
discussion, focus group participants highlighted other areas where advocacy would be needed to
further support compassionate care goals.

o : Exempt Medical Cannabis Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax
éxempﬂo‘n for medical cannabis cultivators would incentivize them to donate to
compassionate carg programs and increase-cannabis availability for patients.

o Donate Seized Cannabls and Cannabls Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When
cannabis is seized as a result of law enforcement intervention, sorme focus group

~ ‘participants felt it should not be destroyed. Rather, It could be donated to the City’s
compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients.

o. Create Cannabis Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City
should allew cannahis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those
with medical heed.

o ‘_Expand the types of cannabis products to include healthier options.

o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions. The City should view individual

' iteractions between patients and physicians as the primary mechanism for determmmg
whether medical cannabis use is warranted. :

o Createemployment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care
program participants.

Establish a Municipal Growing Framework. Some focus group participants falt the City should consider
municipal cuftivation 3s @ way to provide cannahis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed
_Proposition S-in 2002, which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus
group participants would support further discussion and action on this Issue,

Create Ad'd[fionql Consumption Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for
 additional medical cannabis consumption {i.e. smoking, vaping and product ingestion/use) locations
in the City, espedially if federal law continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some
participants advocated for separate medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-based
environment for_'pa‘tients,ladding “chat"su,c,h: spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in
order to access the consumption area. Others underscored the need for community centers where
patients can both consume their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities,
suggesting that the City reserve spaces in the City where such community centers can thrive and
“subsidize operational costs for those centers.

Y See-Proposition S language and ballot-results at-https://sipl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/NovemberS 2002.pdf
and httos://sfpl.org/index.php?pp=2000027201&propid=1683.
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Prioritize Delivery Setvices. Formanyimmobile-patients, medical cannabis delivery services are critical
and should be prioritized~withi'n the City’s cannabis regulatory framework.

Reinstate: Historical 'Compassicndte Care. Locations: According to some focus group participants, a
number of compassionate care locations were closed il the past due to.federal intervention or an
ina’biiit\f to thrive within the City's:Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework. Those participants
felt the City should assist-these businesses in re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to
strengthen the compasslonate care network.

R-educe Fee for State Medlcal Cafinabis Identification Card. To Increase affardability, the City should
lower the cutrent cost of the State-issued medical cannabls identification card.

Establish Patient Ad\)‘isé)’y Committee. The City should establish an advisory committee, consisting
primarily ofa diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and possnbly businesses, to oversee the process
of establishinig and maintaining a compassionate care program.

Education forf Patients and Recommending Physlc:ans. Safe- consumption information should be
distributed to patients, and this- information should be standardized across dispensaries and
compassionate care locations in the City, Physiciaris must also be properly educated about how to
provide cannabis recommendations that allow dispensaries 1o-provide the correct cannabis treatment
aptions,

A Suyccessful Compassionate Care Framework in San Franclsco Focus Group Responses
Focus groups also discissed the need to ensure that San Francisco’s compassionate care framework is
successful, and made-the f}oﬁ[lowing suggestions fop how success could be defined:

e Patients with Real Medical Need are Able to Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost. Here, focus
group patticipants advised the City to establish a robust educational campaign for the
compassionate care program that uses a variety of communieation outlets, including television,
radio, and newsprint, to promote the program and ensure that there is widespréad and far-
reaching pattent: participatian. Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that
would provide useful feedback for the City as to medical cannabis accessibility: Finally, it was
suggested that the City\gensiderVmec'hanisms to prevent abuse &f the program and hence ensure
that patients with actual.need are able to easily participate.

s Cannabis Busipesses of Varymg Size gre Able to Participate in the Program. In this regard onhe
participant encouraged- the City to consider the Impact of any. compassionate care program
requirements on businesses’ of varying SIze and avoid creating a system that rewards non-
compliance or places an tindue burden on smaller businesses that will find it mare difficult to
absorb the cost of hew State and Tocal medical cantiabis business regulations. That individual
‘wenton to note that establishmg a compassionate care program would likely be an iterative
process, since there is uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in
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San Franclseo, so transparency-about the program and how businesses can comply will be critical,

especially during the initia) Implenentation perlod.

Some focus group participants felt that the aforementioned patient advisory committee could be tasked
with providing ongoing guidance to the City In‘this area.

V. Findings & Recommendations .
Based on Focys Group comments and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds
the follawing; and makes associated recommendations:

Finding 1 - Continued Access to Medical Cannabis: The City has a long history of providing medical
cannablis to patients, and this-access to should continue in 2018 and beyond.

Recommendation: '
A. The City should require all retailers to maintain medical use as a condition of their permit.
B. The City should further prioritize permit processing for medical only applicants.

Finding 2 - Costédncems:‘"fhefe are concerns that patients, particularly low income and indigent
patlents, will not be able to afford medical cannabis.

Recommendation: - .

A. Compasslon programs should be targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans,
and patlent populatiors who can identify need.

B. The City should remain thoughtful about the taxburden on the medical cannabis supply chain
and patient consumers when crafting a local tax structure.

C. The City should aJlow samples in certain circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test
products_’before having to purchase products at full or reduced cost.

D. The.City should advocate for dosage flexibility for medical products at the State level if higher
dosage levels are not addressed in.emergency regulations this November,

Finding 3 ~ Clarity and'.Adv'oca'cy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisco’s values.

Recommendation:
A. The City should advocate to the State to allow counties to maintain compassion programs, and
provide clear reglations related to compassion programs within the M-Type supply chain.

Finding 4 —~ Preservéti’on of Compassionate Care Madel: The compassionate care model has provided
patients with access to medicinal cannabis, is.an important harmreduction tool, and these programs.
should be maittained, :
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Recommendatlon' :
A. Similar to the mandate passad unammously by the Board of Supervisors in File No. 071505

(2007}, the City should create a compasslon program or allow for retailers to establish their
own compassm_n prograr; Descriptions of these programs-and how the program will meet track
and trace requirements should be detailed in thelr-application for an Article 16 pe,rmitt

B. The City should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care programs in
2018. This could include conterplating a lower license fee,

"€, The City should, allow for flexibility in implementing a Compassion Program. An example of this
is the C]ty could create'a Compassion Fund administered by the City. in lieu-of creating an onsite
program, retailers could provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset
licensing fees for future nonpmﬂt permit permits and costs of products.

Finding 5 —Determine Eligibility: Theré is a need to create elsgibiﬁty criteria that is discrete and
confidential to ensure patient prlvacy -

Recommendation:
A. The City should Ieverage should leverage lts existing programs; such as the Medical Marfjuana

Identift cation Card (MMIC) program, as a pathway to a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a
method by which patients can prove their eligibility to retaileis or potential nonprofits, This
resource should be provided at little to no cost to the patient.

Finding 6 ~ Consurnption Space; Consumption of medical cannabis can be a social experience,
therefore, patients'would like spaces to'be provided that allow for social consumption.

- Recommendation: X :
A. The City should encourage the retention of existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumption Space.

B. The City should disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased in
order to sccess the onslte ‘smoking/vaping/consumption launge.

Finding 7 — Safe Cansumption Information: Patient consumers would benefit from having access to
consistent education refated to safe consumption,

[y

Recommendation:
A. The Department of Public Health should create fact based information to be provided to all
consumers including patients at the point of sale.

Finding 8- Advocacy for Patient: Commumty The City wauld benefit from continued advice from
patients, patlent advocates, and busmesses '

% gan Francisco Board of Supervisors, File No. 071505, 2007.
httn://sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutionsO7/r0623—O7.pdf.
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Recommendation:

A. The Cnty should amend the Cannabis State Legalization Task Force membership to ensure a
broad set of stakehalders representing patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the
hody, and can further inform and advise fyture task force recommendations, notably abotit the
eVOlu’tioh of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have
experience In running a non-profit compassion program:

Finding 9 — Data & Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to
ensure we are iterating our policies and meeting our goals.

Recommendation: o

A, The Office of Cannabis and the Health Department should cortinue to monitor the effects of
cannabis Jegalization on medical cannabis.use in San Francisco.

B. Data collection should be consistent with patlent privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated

. into the Office of Cannabis’ overall data management strategy.

C. -The Office of Cannabls in collaboration with the Department of Public Health should ptowde a

report and recommendations to further inform the City’s path forward with medical cannabis by
December 31, 2018
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1. Executive. Summary

On September 5, 2017, the Board of Supetvisors unammously passed Ordinance No, 170859, creating the
Office of Cénnabls and defining the Office’s responsibilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabis; the Department of Public Health and the Controller’s
Office deliver to them and the Mayor no laterthan November 1, 2017, a report ahalyzing the unique needs
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy
options that would (A {A ) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure
medical cannabls patients continue to recéive high~quality, appropriate care and (C) providing
unmterrupted access to medical cannabis patients.

This report studies the current state of medical access in San Francisco, provides background on the
Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community,
and provides féedback given to the City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health.
Finally, the repott makes-various recommendations for the City’s consideration.

1k Introducti’o_n '

California Medical Cannabis Polu:y

In 1996, California became the first state in the U.S. to legalize medical cannabls. Legalization resulted
from passage of- Pmpos;txon 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into California’s
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 11362.5). Its' purpose wasto a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the
right to obtaln and use m‘érijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person's health would benefit from
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma,
arthritis, m raihe, or any other illness for which marijuana provides relief; and b) ensure that patierits
and thelr pr mary caregivers who obtain and use marfjuana for medical purposes upon the
recommendatlon ofa physiclan are not subject to criminal prosecution or sanction.

Senate Bill 420 fo\lowmi almost a'décade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and
establish the' nght of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful

~cultivation-and dlstrlbutmn of cannabls among members. These laws allowed for medical cannabis access
and created city and county-based systems across the State.

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn’t
until 2015 and'the passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established
a legal framewaork to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries (“AB-243, Medical Marijuana” 2015).
Originally set to take effect oh January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was
amended via.the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016, This updated piece of
legislature aimegd to Incorporate strong'e'r'environr'nental protection policles within a comprehensive
licensing system (“SB-643, Medjcal Marijuana” 2016).



On November 8, 2016, California voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA),
legalizing the distribution, salg; and possession -of ‘marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical
Marijuana Regulatlon and Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this.last June, Governor.Jerry Brown signed the
Medicinal, and Adult Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the
differences between AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crucial step towards developing a regulatory
frameworkﬁfq:facl‘li‘tate,a for-profit canmabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use,

San Francisco

I 1991, San" Franusco voters passed Propositmn P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San
Francisco would récommend that the State -of California and the California Medical Association restore
"hemp medical preparations” to California’s official list of medicines (Office of the Reglstrar of Voters
1991). There were three paid argumen’cs in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes
from physicians and. cited scientific Institutions In arguing for carinabls’ medical benefits (Office of the
Registrar of Voters 1991). Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco
Public Library 2017). : :

in 1999, San Francisco’s Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99, “Supporting the Development
and Implementation of a Voluntary Medical Cannabis Iderntification Card Program” (San Francisco
Departmient of Public Health 2000). This resolution. supported the development of an identification card
- program for medical cahnabis for Individuals who qualified under the Compassionate Use Act as patients
or primary .caregivers. In 2000, the Board of‘Sup.ervisors formally created San Francisco’s current
identification program for medical marljuana (San Frariclsco Department of Public Health 2000).

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Résolution No. 01*2006,' declaring San Francisco to
be a “Sanctuary: for Medical Cannabis (San Francisco Board of Stpervisors 2005), They also urged
California ‘Iaw;, ehfo'rhement. and regulatory agencies to aveid- harassing, arresting and prosecuting
physicians, dlspéhséﬁés} patients of careglvers who complied with the Compassionate Use Act.

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors placed Proposition S, titled “Medical Marijuana,” on the ballot. The
proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City
Attorney, and Department of Public Health to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition § passed with approxnmately
62% of the vote (San Francisco Public Library 2017), '

In March 2005, the Board of Suﬁeryisors passed Ordinance No. 64-05, “Zohing — Interim Moratorium on
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries” (San Francisco Board of Supervisbrs 2005). The ordinance expressed
concern over the significant increase in the number of Individuals enrolled in the city's voluntary medical
cannabis identification progran, “In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 individuals registered...and
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there ate now over 5,000 or‘7;000'lndividuals enrolled” (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The
_ordinance ackhowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis
dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries.

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisco
Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis
dispensaries (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2005).

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco.
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been responsible for the dispensary permitting
process; Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco’s “Budget and Appropriation Ordinance”
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established the Office of Carinabis and tasked the Office with coordinating
various clty departments and state agencies efforts to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use
commercial cannabis activity in 2018. '

111, Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program

The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana ldentification Card Program
{MMICR)* creates a State-authotized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry
database for card holders (ie. gualified- patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card program is
voluntary, meaning.not everyone who uses cannabls-for medical purposes is required to obtain one.
Individuals and/or primary caregivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through thelir county of
residency, and the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH]) Vital Records department manages
this process at the coun“t‘y lavel, '

A, Applicatlon Process

it is important’ to note that the State program is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH
retains ahy personal, demographic, of medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders,
The identifying-and medical information that applicants provide as part of the State application process is
returned to the applicant at the time the card is issued. The only information maintained at the county
level are the unique Identifier that the State-assigns to every card holder and the card’s expiration date,

B. County-Level Médlcal Marijuana Identification Card Program Data

In terms of number of cards issued by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health
report notes that, from July 2005 through September 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards—one of the highest amounts across participating counties, This is
not to say that there are currently 22,740 patients Using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card

1See CDPH Medjcal Marljuana Identification Card Program report, available at
Kttps /'/www cdph.ca gov/Programs/CHSI/CDPH%ZODocument%ZOlerary/M MPCounty%20Card%20Count%205ep
tember%202017- 18revADApdf




must be re-issued on an annual basis. It isalso jmportant to note the fluctuation in number of card holders
over time, with 3,975 cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year
2016, and 580 cards in fiscal year 2017.

Figure 1. Number of MIMIC Cards issued In San Francisca by Fiscal Year
Figure 1: Number OF MIMIC Cards Issuec IN San Francisco County BY Fiscal Year

o
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*Fiscal Yeé,r‘ 2017-18 reflects the number of cards issued through September 2017,

C. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Holder Data

As mentioned eatlier; the’ 'c,ou,n,ty does not retain general demographic information of applicants or card-
holders. One data. poinit-that:is avallable to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a
card fee reduction as a Medi-Cal program beneficiary. Per State law, Medi-Cal beneficlaries receive a 50%
reduction in the fee for the State identification card.2 The current amount is X,

This information is useful because It provides insight into affordahility questions for medical cannabis
patients in San Francisco, since:the Medi-Cal program serves low-income individuals and families. In
general, individuals and families with @nnual incomes at or below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level
qualify for the program. Figure 2-below? provides more information about Income levels at 138 percent
of the Federal Poilerty Level. . '

% Thefull fee for eacticard in SanFrancisco County s currently $100, with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction
bringing the cost down to. $50 dallars.. See also California Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755,

3 California Department of Health Care Services webslte, avallable at http://www.dhcs.ca.pov/services/medi-
cal/Pages/DaYouQualifyForMedi-Cal.aspx,
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Figure 2-‘.Géllfom.ia Medi-Cal Income Eligibility

Family Size 138% Paverty Level
1 ' , | 16,395

2 22,108

2 Adults 22,108

3 - 27,821

4 33,534

5 39,248

6 44,961

7 . 50,688

8 ' 56,429

9 62,169
10 o 67,910
1 . A 73,651
12 79,392
Each-Additional Person | Add 5,741

Figure 3 below! shows the prépor‘tion of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee
reduction based.on Medi-cal eligibility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017. The figure shows
that over the past few fiscdl years, over half of all card holders in San Francisco made stich requests.

Figure 3. Proportion-of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility

FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS »
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL
: ELIGIBILITY
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IV. Focus Group Narratives -

A. Methodology

in arder to provide the City.’sepelicymakers and the Office of Cahnabis with a comprehensive view of the
miedical carinahis. cost and affordablility landscapes, the Departrent of Public Health conducted three
separate focus ;groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to
alleviate those concerns. Where individuals were .unable to participate in person, the Department
collected responses via phone and email. Over three focus group sesslons, the Department mtervnewed
sixteen individuals.

The focis groubps‘ ificluded fepresentatives from the below stakeholder categaries, and Department of
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orientation within each focus group.

Medical cannabis patfents

- Medical cannabis patient advocates
Medical cannabis business owners —starefront and delivery onlv
Public «po\hc,y experts

* As part of the discussions, focus group participants also notéd their experierices with homelessnass, living
with HIV, behavioral health lssues, living'with a disabihty, anid past military service. |t is-also important to
note'that many focus group participants felt they represented more than one category ahove.

Each focus group discussed the following guestions:

1. In your. experience, how is the- medical cannabis pattent community reacting te State and loca!
changes to the medical cannabls regulatory framework?
2. Whatis'the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new
' med:cal eannabis regulatory market? How doees the addition of the adult use market factor into
‘the discusswn? '
3. What Is thie general feeiin‘g’among patients-about the State medical cannabis identification
. card? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated
with- obtalmng it?
4. Do you have ideas'and suggéstidns about how the City cotild address concerns you've
mentloned? For- example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Franmsco? ‘

The fo,llo_wjng',ihfdrmetionji‘n}n,q; partjcu!ar arder, is a compilation of the main discussion points fror all
focus groups, and-where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted.




B. Medical Cannabis Community Reactions and Concerns: Focus Group Responses

1. lﬁyour _expérIEnCe, how Is the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework?

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new regulatory
market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion?

Responses t6 the above guestions are noted below.

Preserving San Francisco’s Compassionate Care Model, Focus group-patticipants affirmed that patients
use cannabis as an alternative to prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an important treatment
option for a wide variety of conditions, and that the State and City needed to appropriately recognize this
as a significant benefit to.individuals with medical needs, Participants also noted that the current medical
cannabis structure and futdre adult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast
dedicatlon of the current médical cannabis community, and, for that reasen, the City should elevate those
needs, ' o -

With regard to the current.and fdture landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently
benefitting from an increase in avallable products as new dispensaties. enter the medical market and
lowered prices due to.increased matket compétition, further noting that in the newly regulated market,
‘patients can‘also expect to benefit further from guldelines designed to make cannabis and cannabls
products safer. This participant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also
apprehensive and uncertain about how the medical and adult use markets will affect one another and
how new regulations will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically. This individual believed that
these feelings would remain until State and local medical-and adult use legislation and regulations are
finalized, and that the ldnge}‘ ‘that process takeé, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will
experience, .

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law® does not allow for
compassionate care to continue in San Francisco in the way that patients have accessed it in the past,
access it currently, and-envision it for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue is not
addressed, the City rins the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether, One meeting participant
noted that, though the pending Staté medical and adult use canniabls regulatory systems should be
streanilined wherever possible for efficiency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical
cannahls markets should differ sighificantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were
as follows: '

. ® . Cost for Patients. Participants in each focus graup highlighted the issue of cost for patients in
the newly regulated medical cannabis market, especially for low-income and indigent patients,
immobile patients, and those experiencing homelessness. To some participants, the cost of

5 These-concerns would also apply to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the
relevant State law provisions.
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medical cannabis is ‘already at unaffordable levels for many, and. patients and patient
advocates in.eachfocus group were concerned about the ability for them to access the market
_ in the face of tiew. State and local regulations, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed
on to consumers. There was alsa concern about the added burden of State and (possible) local
taxation structures. According to some, patients generally prefer regulatéd, lab-tested medical
cannabis, but one-setious consequence of exorhitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit
market, where medical cannabis would likely be cheaper. State law does exempt medical
cannabis patients wijch the aforementjoned Sfate-issued card from State sales tax,® but there
was Cohsensus across focus groups that this exemption does not go far. enough to reduce cost
barriers for. patients.

Prohfb/tzon against Samples, Freé and Discounted Cannubis. State Law currently prohibits the
glving away of cannabxs and canhabis products as part of a business promotion or commetrcial
actwnty 7 This has been interpreted to- dlsallow the giving of cannabis samples and
'cannabps/cannabls products at discourited or no cost to Individual consumers and/or other
busiriesses, ‘which dre cirfent practices in San Frahéisco’s medical canhabis market,
Participants across the focus groups Were strohgly opposed to these State [aw provisions singe,
according to them, such practices:are critical for maintaining:a functional compassionate care
program. For example, patients rely on samples to test products in hopes of firding one that.
alleviates symptoms, and.it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase
gach ltem at full- pnce at the putset

Fuf’ih‘er, State law‘al's"o requires that all cannabis and cannabis. products be tagged with a
uniguie fi'de'ntifier,»l;{nQWn as d “track atid trace” system.? There was a concern that this could
conflict with any local policy allowing for donations or samples, since those cannabis items
‘would not-be moving through the commercial system the way State aw currently envisions.
For example, some medical cannabls bUSmesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and
cannabls product. donations that they then dlstnbute to patients, and such a track and trace
system would detér those donors from contmul}ng a practice that, in their view, facilitates .
continued-and affordable access for low=income patients.

Phased. Elimination of the Collective/Cooperative Model, In establishing a State-regulated
medical - cahhabis market, State law also eventually phases out the current
coi‘lecti\[e/cooperafive ‘medical cannabis model,* According to focus group participants, this
‘would eliminate a- critical communlty—sharmg element of San Francisco’s current
compassionate care practices,

§The Adult Use of Marijuana Act — Propasition 64, Section 34011.

7 Medicinal and Adult- Use Cannahls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26153

8 The Adult Use of Maruuana Act ~ Propasition 64, Section 26170,

 Medical and' Adult—Use.Canr)abls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 1136;.775

9



o Product Type and Dosage Inflexibility. Current State law limits edible cannabis product THC
content ta 10 milligrars per serving size In both the medical and adult use markets,*® and
previously proposed State regulations* limited the total THC amount per package to 100
milligrams, The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milligram. THC limit on non-
edible cannabis products in both markets.” Focus group participants identified two main
problems: with this approach. First, there is often a need for patlents to consume higher
dosages than individuals in the adult use market because medical condition treatment plans
and cannabis metabolism rates differ per Individual; and, since State law does not currently
allow for patients to-obtain cannabis at little to.no cost, this limitation would require patients

' to purchase multiple praducts to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive.
Second some participants noted that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit
the: types of edible cannabis products that can be produced which they felt would provide
prlmarlly for préservative-heavy and sugar-laden products, lead to high caloric intake among
patients if they must consume multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result.

. Canr;dbié License Fees. Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local cannabis
permit fees™ as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to
continue providing cannabls and services to low-income patients in San Francisco.

e Medical Cannabis for Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of
cannabis products that are considered appealing to children. Focus group participants noted
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed
to make consumption palatable for them.

Lack of Dedicated Constumption Spaces for Patients. All focus.groups noted that, for medical cannabis
patients, consuming thelr medicine Is often a social experience that Is important for the healing -
4 pr:ocess,,and_ that there were not enough existing spaces In San Franclsco for this purpose.

Driving U'nder tfz'é]hﬂuencé'Détérminations There was cancern in one focus group about the process
the State and City will undertake in determining whether an individual Is driving under the influence.
A process that ‘considers only whetherTHC is present inthe system, and not whether driving s actually

1 Kredicinal and Adult-Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety. Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
" see California Department of Public Health Propesed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, avallable at
https://www.cdph.ca. gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS]CDPH%ZDDocument%ZOlerary/Cannabls%?.QComments%ZO(Fin
al%200n%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. '
*2 See California Department of Publlc.Health Propesed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, avallable at
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DEDCS/CDPH%%20D0cument%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20{Fin
al%ZOon%ZOCDPH%ZOLetlerhead) pdf.
3 | ocal cannabls permit fees have fhot yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would likely
be a cost barrier once established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee,
* Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
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impaired as'a result, will negatively affect patients, especially those who require relatively high THC
doses as part of their treatment plans,

Safe Consump’ti‘on lnfor—m‘ation for Patzients Meeting participants noted that safe cohsumption

patl_ent, consumptjon,pra ctrces.

. State Medical- Cannabis Idéntification Card - Focus Group Responses

3. Whatis the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people

generally know how to“.apply; where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtalning it?

Responses to the above questions.are.noted below:

There was :general cohsgrisus across focus groups that many patients |n San Francisco are currently
unaware of the State card prograim and/or how to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current
businesses wete nkjt apprépriately- applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients
who posséss'the ¢card, and,xha"c this would likely continue without widespread education about the
program for husiness owners, theit employees and medical canhabis patients. One participant suggested
that the Health Deparfment lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating
providers that do. net.commonly interact with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with
program gundelmes, and developmg informational materials for display at dlspensarles and doctors’
offices,

With the oriset 6f adult use- commercial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical
cénnabiszpatieri'fé may bypass the medical market and instead obtain.cannabis in the adult use market
due to public stigma surrounding medical cannabls. use, as well as misconceptions about the type of
information that Is storéd within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may
affect current/future employment opportumtles and the-ability to purchase a firearm.”

In cantrast, one. partlmpant noted that it was difficult to predict the effect of the adilt use market on the
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of
San Francisco-based adult use retailers in early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card
utilization. Others.felt that-a;}iulws‘e legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the
medical market and card atilization, since more people would be comfortable with cannabis use In
general, -

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives Issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees In 2011
clarifying that federal law prohlbits unlawful users of controlled substances, as defined by the federal Controlled
Substances Act, from recelving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureay memorandum, available at
hitp//71.11.3. 134/share/PDF/ATFOpenLettcrogznl pdf.
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D. Ideas and’ Suggestions Focus Group Responses

4. Doyou Have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Francisco? -

Réspanses to the above questions are noted below.

City Ad\'/ocaéy at f.thefStafe.Level to Preserve Cufrent Compussionate. Care Programs, Each focus group
highlighted thern'eed for the City to-advocate at the State level to aliow:
¢ businesses to p"rovide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted
cost to medical cannabis patients
anonymous ddnations to-compassionate care locations
bu'sihesses:to' pr‘od,uce hi‘gh dosage prodiicts for medical cannabis patients

Focus group- partimpants felt that such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City
inits current form.

Establish a Citywide‘Cbmpassibnate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level
advocacy, focus group participants thought the City could create a program with the following possible
charactenstlcs*

Prograrm Eligibility:Criteria. Using income as the overarching ctiterion, San Fraricisco residents with
medical cantiabis need who are enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income
~ seniors (l.e. individuals over 50), immobile patierits, and veterans would qualify for the City
'pmgra'm. To captute as many individuals as possible, the City could also consider enroliment in
cther existing programs: serving low-income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care
program.eligibility, To limit the risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences foipatients
who receive federal assistance, the City could use the current MMIC application process as a
record retention model, Focus group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion
and preserving the confldentiality of those accessing the prograrm.
Program Elemerits. Focus groups put forth the following possibilities:

© Program participants would be able to:purchase medical cannabis and any medical

cannabis product at cost of production.

o Program participants.would be able to access current compassionate care services at
individual rhedical cannabis dispensaties; e.g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at
fittle to no cost. ' )

o . SanFrancisco could create event. permits for compassionate care everits across the City,
where patients and businesses could. provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis
products, and provide free or discounted cannabis to program participants. .
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" . San Frandisco could allow current medical cannabis collective/cooperative businesses to
continue their operations as they.currently exist.

o Any reduced cost policles the City éstablishes for patients would also apply to adult use

' .cannabis and cannabls.products.

o ..Some parttcrpants spec&ﬁcaliy referenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors
,resolu’czon16 that encouraged cannabis dispensanes to establish compassionate care
pro_grams, noting that it already includes many principles that the City could codify
Cltywide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). B ‘

Citywide Compassionate Care ‘Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis
identification card; -a couinty-based card’ could be issued to individuals who qualify for the
program. Some focus group ‘participants referenced a previous- San Francisca county medical
cannabis idenfification card program that was deactivated with the establishment of the State-
issued card, suggesting'that the City's card program could be reactivated for this purpose. Focus
group members also felt the card should be issued at little to no cost to program participants,

. Program Funding Mechanisms. Focus group participants suggested that a fund be established to
support the City’s Cormpassionate Care program in whatever form(s) it eventually takes. Dueto
the Inability for many cahnabis businesses to-access banking services, it was advised that the City

~ create thefund andthata stakeholder.group that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund's

‘revenue allocation process. Some focus group participants suggested that the fund also be used

- to-subsidize the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a
"aomp‘assi:cinate‘ caré’ community center suggested elsewhere in this report. Focus groups

' su"ggest'e.‘d three ma‘in'funding. mechanisms:

o Round»Up Mechanlsm‘ At the pomt of sa|e In either the medical or adult use markets, .
consumers could, choose to donate to the fund by “rounding up” the cost of their purchase.
For EXample, if a consumer purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price
could be rounded up to. 50 dollars, with the remamlng three dollars donated to the
program.
o -Business. contr:butions Under this model, cannabis businesses would be required to set
“aside a portion of thelr profits to-fund the program, ‘or the City could instead malke such
. contnbutions voluntary. Some participants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated
’ contrlbutmn
o Busmess Program Start Up Funds, Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute
immed‘gate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for
“continued funding after the initial contribution,

1 gep San Francisco’ Board of Supervisors 2007 Resolution urging Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Implement
Compassionate.{ Care. Programs to Serve Low and No Ificome Patients, available at.
hitp: //sfbos orp,/ftp/uploadedﬂles/bdsupvrs/resolutnonsO?/rOSB 07.pdf.

13




City Advocacy atthe State Level to Support Addltlonal Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of
discussion, focus group. participants highlighted other areas where advocacy would be needed to
further support compassionate care goals.

o Exempt Medical Cannabis Cultivitors from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax
“exemption for ‘triedlcal cannabis cultivators would incentivize them ta donate to
éompa‘ssion'ate caré programs-and increase cannabis:availability for patients.

o Dopnate Seized Cannabis and Canndbis Prodycts to Compassionate Care Programs. When
cannabls is selzed as a result of law enforeement intervention, some focus group
par.tlc:pants felt it should not be destroyed. Rather, it could be donated to the City's

. ' gompassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients.

o Create Cannabis Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City
shou!d allow cannabis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those
with medlcal need.

o ‘Expand the types of cannabis products to include healthier options.

o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions. The City should view individual
interactions between patzents and physiclans as the primary mechanism for determining
whether medical cannabis use is wérrantéd. )

o Create employment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care

 program participants. |

Establisha MUni_c)‘pal G}owing.Fr‘amework. Some focus group participants felt the City should consider
municipal cultivation as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed
Propasition. $.in 2002, which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus
group participants would suppbrt' further discussion and action on this Issue\

Create Addltional Consumpt:on Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for
additional medical cannab:s consumption (i.e, smoking, vapling and product ingestion/use) locations
in the City, especially if federal Jaw- continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some
participants advocated for separate medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-based
environment for patlents, adding that such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in
order to- access the consumption area. Others underscored the need for community centers where
. patients can’ both consume:their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities,
suggesting that the Clty reserve spaces in the City where such community centers can thrive and
* subsidize operational costs for those centers.

e See Proposition $ language-and:ballot results at https://sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/November5 2002.pdf
and.https!//sfpl.org/index.php?pg=2000027201%propid=1683. .
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Prioritize Delivery Services. For many Immobile patlents, medieal cannabis delivery services are critical
“and: should.be prioritized within the City's cannabis regulatory framework,

. Relnstate His't‘arica‘/ Compassiongte Care Locations. According to some focus group participants, a
number of"cbmpasﬁs’iohate-ca‘r.é- locations were closed it the past-due to federal intervention or an
inability to thrive within the City’s Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework. Those participants
felt the City-should assist'these busihesses in re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to

- strengthen the compassionate care network.

Réduce Fee for: State Medical Cannabis ldentification Card: To Increase affordability, the City should
lowet the current cost of the State—lssued mediéal-cannabis |dent|f|ca‘clon card,

Establish Patzent Advrsory Commtttee The City should establish an advisory commlttee, consisting
primarily of a.diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and possibly busmesses tooverses the process
of. estabhsh ng and maintalnmga compassionate care programi.

Education for-Patients and Re'commending Phys‘:crans, Safe cohsumption information should be
distributed to patients, and this. information sheuld be standardized across dispensaties and
compassmnate care: locations iri the City. Physicians must also be properly educated about how to
provide cannabls recommendations thatallow dispensaries to provide the correct carinabis treatment
optlons a

A Successful Compassionate Care Framework in San Fl:arm;.isco — Focus. Group Responses
Foeus groups also discussed the-need to gnsure that-San Francisco’s compassionate care frameworl is
su‘cce’s‘s-ful, and made the following suggestions for how success could be defined:

® Patlents with Real Med{cal Need are Able. to: Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost. Here, focus
group participants ‘advised the City to establish a robust educational campaign for the
compassionate care.program that uses a variety of cammunication outlets, including television,
radio; and newsprint, to promote the prograth and ensure that there is widespread and far- -
reaching patient participation. Participants also suggested that the City develop 3 survey that
would provide useful feedback for the Clty as to medical cannabis accessibility. Finally, it was
suggested that the City consider mechariisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure
that patients with actual need are able to-easily participate.

- Canndbis' Busiriesses of . Varying. Size dre Able to Particlpate in the Program. In this regard, one
' participant: encouraged the City to consider the impact of any compassionate care program
requlrements on busmesses of varying size and avald creating a “system that rewards non-
compllance of places. an undue burden on smaller businesses that will find it more difficult to
absorb the. cost of new ‘State and local medical cannabis business regulations, That individual
wenton to rote that establishing a compassionate care program would likely-be an iterative
process, since there is Uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in
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San Franusco, sQ transparency aboutthe program and how businesses can compty will be critical,
especially during the initial implementation peried.

Some focus group participants felt that the aforementioned patient advisory committee could be tasked
* with providing ongeing guidance to the City in this area.

V, Findings & Recommendations
Based on Focus Group comments and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds
the following, and malkes associated recommendations:

Finding 1 ~iGontinued Access to Medical Cannahis: The City has a long history of providing medical
¢annabls to patients, énd this access ta should continue in 2018 and beyond.

Recommendation:
“A. TheCity should require all retailers to maintain mednca! use as a condition of their permit.
B. The Cityshould further prioritize permit progessing for.medical only applicants.

Finding 2 - Cds’t‘;dc’fcjnc,e,rn?s:*fhéte'a'rej concerns:that patients, particularly low income and indigent
patients, will nat beable to afford medical cannabis.

Recammendation: .

A. Compassion programs should be targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans,
and patient populatlons who can identify need.

B. The Cityshould remain thoughtful about the tax burden on'the niedical cannabis supply cham :
and patient consumearsawhen crafting a local tax structure.

C. The. City should allow samples in certaln circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test
products before having to purchase products at full or reduced cost.

D. The City $hould advocate for dosage flexibility for medical products at the State level if higher
dosage levels are not addressed in emergency regulations this November.

Finding 3 —Clarity and Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisca’s values.

Recommendation: A
A. The City should advocate to the State to allow counties to maintain compassion programs, and

provide clear regulatnons re!ated to compassigh programs. within the M-Type supply chain,

Finding 4 — Pf‘esérvatib‘n of Compassionate Care Model: The campassionate care model has provided
patients with access to medicinal cannabls, isan lmportant harm reduction tool, and these programs.
should be maintéined.
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Recommendation: ) '

A. Similarto.the mandate passed unanimolisly by the Board of Supervisors in File No. 071505
(2007),**the City should create a compassion program or-allow for retailers to establish their
owh cemp_a’ssi‘o,n program. Descriptions of these programs and how the program will meet track
and tfa’ce»reqtii'reme‘r‘its{shoul’,& bie detalled in thelr application foran Article 16 permit.

B. The City should consider the creation-of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care-programs in
2018, This could include contemplating a lower license fee.

C. The City should allow for flexibility in implementing a Compassion Program. An example of this
is the City could create-a Compassion Fund administered by the City. In lieu of creating an onsite
program, retailars could’provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset

.Iicensihgifees-for future nionprofit permit permits and costs of products.

Finding § — Determine Ehglbnlity Theré is a need to create eligibility triteria thatis dlscrete and
confidential to ensure patient privacy.

Recommendat:on' '

A. The City.should leverage should leverage its existing programs, sitch as the-Medical Marijuana
Identification Card (MMIC) program, as a pathway to a)} determine eligibility-and 2) provide a
method by which patients can prove thelr eligibility to retailers or potential nonprofits. This
resource should be provided at little fo-no cost to the patient.

Finding 6 ~ Consumptlon Space. Consumption of medical cannahbis can be a social experfence,
therefore, - patients would er spaces to be prowded that allow for social consumption.

’

Recommendatlon -

A. The City-should encourage the retention of existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumptlon Space,

B. The City shauld disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased in
order to.access the onsite smoking/vaping/consumption lounge.

Finding 7 — Safe Consumption Information: Patierit consumers would benefit from having access to
consistent education relate‘d to safe consumption,

Recommendation
A. The Department.of Publlc Health should create fact based inforrmation to be provided to all
consumers including patients at the point of sale. -

Finding 8 — Advocacy for Patient Community: The City would benefit from coritinued advice from
patients, patiefit ddvocates,.and businesses.

18 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, File No..071508, 2007,
http://sfbas, orﬁ./ftp/uploadedf‘les/bdsupvrs/resolut|on507/r0623 07.pdf.
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Recommendation:

A. The City shauld amend the Cannabis State Legalization Task Force membership to ensure a
broad set of stakeholders fepresenting patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the
‘body, and.can further inform and advise future task force recommendations, notably about the
evolution of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have
experience in running a non-profit compassion program.

Finding 9 - Data & Acoountability‘: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to
ensure we arie* iterating aur policies and meeting our gols.

Recommendat oni
A. The Office of Cannabis and the Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of
cannab;s 1egahzatlon oh medlcal cannabis use in San Francisco.
B. Data collectmn should be consnstent with patlent privacy guidelines, and should be lncorporated
. Intothe Office of Canriabis’ overall data management strategy.
C. The Office of Cannabis In collaboration with the Departmerit of Public Health should provide a
‘ report and recommendations to further inform the City’s path forward with medical cannabis by
December 31, 2018, ’
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 2, 2017
File No. 171041
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Streef, Ste. 400 .

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation:
File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabhis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) aliow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

This legisiation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning Not defined as a project under CEQA

Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)
(2) because it does not result in a physical
change in the environment.

REVIEWED o

By Joy Navarrete at 11:06 am, Oct 04, 2017




CiTY aND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
EbwIN M. LEE, MAYOR

{11k OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS
SAN FRANCISCO REGINA DICK-ENDRIZzI, DIRECTOR
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS

October 31, 2017

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
City Hall Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE: BOS File No. 171041 [Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation]

Small Business Commission Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors: Approval with one (1)
recommendation ‘

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

On October 23, 2017, the Small Business Commission (SBC) voted (6-0, 1 absent) to recommend that the
Board of Supervisors approve BOS File No. 171041, with one (1) recommendation:

Retain the 600 ft. radius requirement regarding distance from a storefront retailer to an existing school,
public or private, as proposed in the original draft of the legislation.

State law specifies a default radius of 600 feet from schools, unless a local jurisdiction specifies a
different radius. As written, the proposed legislation specifies a 600 ft. radius and only allows
consumption at a medicinal cannabis retailer, cannabis retailer, or cannabis microbusiness. By definition,
“consumption” means eating, drinking, chewing, applying topically, or otherwise ingesting; it does not
include smoking or vaporizing. Smoking and vaporizing options are even more limited under the
proposed regulatory ordinance.

A radius above 600 feet would be overly restrictive, relegating cannabis retail to a few parts of the City.
Conversely, a lesser radius opens up additional options throughout the City and allows for more
dispersion across districts and neighborhoods. As on-site consumption would only be allowed in
storefront retail locations, dispersion of retail throughout the City benefits districts that are presently
underserved. Storefront retailers provide a legal and private place for consumers to use cannabis; without
this option, certain districts are likely to experience undesirable effects of residents and tourists
consuming in public places.

The SBC also made the following recommendation regarding pipeline applicants:

Clarify the registration process for pipeline applicants.

It is unclear how applicants who have not yet obtained the MCD permit from the Department of
Public Health will be able to obtain a temporary permit. Some applicants will not have received the
MCD permit by the time temporary permit applications are due under the MCD conversion process
(Section 1605(c), page 13-14; also summarized below). Others have paid the MCD permit fee (which
includes the recovery cost of Planning Department/Commission approvals), but are not able to show
that they meet the eligibility criteria under Section 1605(d)(3) for a temporary permit.

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ® SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
(415) 554-6408



The Director of the Office of Cannabis has already addressed this recommendation in the substitute
legislation introduced on October 24, 2017, clarifying that these pipeline applicants will be able to move
forward. The SBC is supportive of corresponding changes to the Planning Code to be consistent with
BOS File No. 171042.

The Small Business Commission made additional recommendations to expand consumption options,
which are detailed in its response regarding BOS File No. 171042.

On a general note, the proposed policies — including the radius of 600 feet from schools — are already
fairly conservative. The conservative approach simply does not correspond to the election results. San
Francisco had the highest percentage of “yes” votes of any county in the state of California (74%). For the
sake of comparison, the next highest percentages of “yes” votes were in Santa Cruz County (69.9%) and
Marin County (69.6%). The table below shows the number of votes per district and the percentages of
voters for (“yes”) and against (“no”) Proposition 64.

Table 1: Proposition 64 Election Data (by district)

Supervisorial District Number of votes Yes (%) No (%)
1 - 34,567 71.4% 28.6%

2 43,246 77.0% 23.0%

3 30,990 75.6% 24.4%

4 33,254 61.3% 38.7%

5 45,087 84.5% 15.5%

6 30,283 78.2% 21.8%

7 39,044 66.8% 33.2%

8 50,938 84.4% 15.6%

9 34,559 77.5% 22.5%

10 28,109 69.6% 30.4%

11 27,554 59.0% 41.0%

All Districts 397,631 - 74.3% 25.7%

In light of the very strong voter support for Proposition 64, amendments should move the legislation in a
more liberal direction, rather than toward more conservative regulations or land use policies.

San Francisco has been a trailblazer in other policy areas. Considering the history of cannabis in the City,
it should be a leader and innovator in developing progressive, common-sense policies. It should engage in
thoughtful dialogue to develop policies that are rational and appropriate for their intended objectives (for
example, to prevent youth access to cannabis), rather than allowing antiquated and unsubstantiated fears
about cannabis to dominate the policy-making process.

The SBC respectfully requests that you amend the legislation to address the issues above and approve.

Thank you for considering the Small Business Commission’s comments. Please feel free to contact me if
you have any questions.

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS o SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
2




Sincerely,

Tl Zedl

Regina Dick-Endrizzi
Director, Office of Small Business

cc: Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Jeff Sheehy, Board of Supervisors
Mark Farrell, Board of Supervisors
Aaron Peskin, Board of Supervisors
Katy Tang, Board of Supervisors
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis
John Rahaim, Planning Department
Aaron Starr, Planning Department
Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Mayor’s Office
Francis Tsang, Mayor’s Office
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Erica Major, Land Use & Transportation Committee

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS e SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
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Aaron Starr
Land Use Committee Hearing — Giciar 23,2017
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ved MCDs in the city,

Number of non-retail uses operating in the City is unknown.

OOC has opened up a registration process for existing non-retail businesses
which closes in late November.

Only those non-retail businesses that have registered would be eligible for a
license to operate in 2018.




Growing

Falls under “Industrial
Agriculture.” Allows indoor
growing only, and limited to

22,000 sq. ft. of canopy.
Allowed in PDR, C-2, C-3-S
and some Eastern
Neighborhood and SoMa
Districts. '

Testing

Falls under “Laboratory.” Allows
for testing of cannabis and
‘cannabis products. Allowed in
most Downtown, PDR, Eastern
Neighborhood and SoMa
Districts.
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Zoning Provisions: Cannabis

Clustering

New Cannabis Retail
establishments would be
prohibited within 300’ of an
MCD or another Cannabis
Retail.

District-Level Controls:

» Residential and NC-1:
Prohibited.

» RC Districts: Permitted on
the ground floor, CU above.

» NC & Chinatown: 2nd floor
and below with CU

 PDR: Microbusiness only

« Eastern-Neigh.: Notice
required; CU is required in
SPD and MUG Districts.

» C-2, Downtown, and SoMa:
Permitted as of right.



4 "
%% k. | NC & Chinawwn Disvivie: Gunerally sligwed en 2nd Rdpr and belsw wih CU
& ; BG Dizwions: Parmitted az-ohright on the ground fisor; CU above

¢ C,DTR & SaMa- Fermittad as-chright

| Enzem Neighbarhoods: Generslly permitted sseokright slorg wit neighberbesd notios




' Existing Green Zone
* Proposed Green Zone




Zoning Provisions: Medical Cannabis Dispensari

The Planning Department proposes that the MCD definition be maintained
for the following four reasons:

= Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a
- clear path for conversion.

= Less Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for medical-
cannabis will be more stringent.

= Medical Cannabis Community. The community would like to maintain
San Francisco’s unique medical cannabis industry and culture.

s The Unknown: It is far from clear as to Wha‘t the adult use cannabis
market will look like and how it will impact the medical cannabis industry.



Zoning Provisions: Medical
| o Sensitive Uses
MCDs would be prohibited
within 600’ of Schools.

(Previously 1000’)

'~"-P<a~a-§

oy
T

i
. RAAL I
Covg

D3 Do e AT i

e

v,

e,

i

Expanded Area
MCDs would be allowed in
SoMa Districts where they

are currently. prohibited,
and on the second floor in
NC Districts where typically

they are prohibited.




= \Would require
notification i

Would need to b
December 31, 201
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The Commission voted
to keep the 1000’ buffer
around Schools. The
Ordinance proposed a
600" buffer.

Increasing the buffer
significantly reduces the
number of store fronts
and neighborhoods
where MCDs and CRs
can locate.

The Commission voted
to remove the 300’
anti-clustering rule and
replace it with the Orbit
Option.

The Orbit Option allows
a new retail cannabis
location if there are no
more than two others
within 1000’

NG-1DISTRICTS

The Corhmission voted

to include NC-1 District
in Sup. District 4.
This will allow retail

cannabis locations west
of Sunset Blvd.
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Cynthia Crews <cynthia.crews@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 11:51 AM

To: Farrell, Mark (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS)

Cc Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Angulo,

Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law,
Ray (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS); Lee, Judy (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval,
Suhagey (BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS);
Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS), Somerae,
Alisa (BOS)

Subject: RE: Cannabis Regulation Legislation [#171041 and #171042]

Dear Supervisors,

I am writing today to urge your caution in blindly barreling forward the proposed ordinances for cannabis
regulation. There are many issues outstanding, and as introduced, ordinances #171041 and #171042 would
create a flawed framework that is hasty at best.

The legislation proposed in Land Use and Transportation Committee and Rules Committee misses the
opportunity that was key to 2016’s Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA). In an October 2016 article by The
Root, Deborah Peterson Small notes that Californians had “a unique opportunity [with Proposition 64] to strike
a significant blow against the war on drugs and begin the process of repairing communities harmed by decades
of racially biased drug-law enforcement.”

While taxation of recreational cannabis dispensaries could be seen as a great opportunity to generate revenue for
the City, this is not the value of AUMA — the value is reparations. Opening the floodgates to adult use permits
without an informed framework misses the opportunity to create equity in permitting. Why is the Mayor
proposing legislation that’s being fast-tracked through the Board of Supervisors without proper public input?

The equity components of ordinance #171042 fall short of the Director of Office of Cannabis’ stated goals
which include equity and restorative justice. The draft social justice task force recommendations by the City’s
Cannabis State Legalization Task Force are lacking in the areas of opportunity that were key to the success of
AUMA in the November 2016 election. The public seats on the task force failed to include communities that are
directly impacted by mass incarceration from the “war on drugs.” Where has the task force had significant
dialogue with impacted communities? Where has the task force created robust business opportunities and the
framework for equity and inclusion in impacted communities — the framework that would be apparent if this
legislation was comprehensive? This gap in inclusion, I believe, is apparent in the legislation to permit
dispensaries before you this week.

You’re not there yet, and moving forward without pause creates knee-jerk responses that seek to limit permits in
commercial corridors and districts. These limits create clustering, shrink the green zone, clog the market with
venture capital, and edge out communities that should be given the first opportunity to benefit from AUMA.

Equity doesn’t look like pairing a general applicant with an equity applicant as proposed by the task force.
That’s equality. Equality gives everyone an equal level of opportunity. Equity refers to justness, which could
mean that equity applicants are licensed first.



* This legislation is pfemature and 1 u.ge you to pause to allow time to engage communities in all areas of San
Francisco. ] urge you to hold off on restrictions that limit the green zone. I urge you to push back agamst the
Mayor’s rushed legislation.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Crews Pollock



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: ‘Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us>
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 10:47 AM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff

(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS)

Cc: Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS}); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis
(ADM); SBC (ECN)
Subject: A : Public Comment regarding Cannabis Land use, rules and regulations

Hello Committee Members and Supervisors,

My Name is Christopher Schroeder and I run a small cannabis edible company in San Francisco called Somatik.
As a member of SF Made which promotes local manufacturing and as a small business owner who’s worked
hard to become part of the San Francisco community I’m wiring to support my position on a few policy
recommendations which are supported by the Small Business Commission to amend the Regulation of Cannabis
Businesses BOS File No. 171042. ‘

I want to emphasize:

Separate the registration process into 2 steps. Existing businesses which have not had the time or
resources to find permitted space can do so. And allow these businesses to continue operations during the
interim while they move towards compliance. Allow businesses a certain amount of time (12-18 months) to do
so. Some of us would be unable to afford operating expenses without revenue and may go out of business;
therefore, a pathway that would allow them to continue operatlng as they work toward compliance would be
optlmal

Allow shared spaces for manufacturers. As rent in the city is prohibitive for most people it’s even more
prohibitive for small businesses. It is imperative for small manufacturers, especially those just starting out, to be
able to share the expense with others. This mirrors traditional practices in San Francisco’s non-cannabis food
manufacturing.

I also want to emphasize:

Allow facility tours. The current proposal bans tours through 2019. As a member of SF Made I’ve been able
to see the impact of showing people how something is made. As the industry is working to come out of the
shadows, allowing manufacturers to show their process will demystify it, and create advocacy through
education and exposure. One of the cornerstones of SF Made is touring local manufacturers to showcase the
diverse industry and I think operators should legally be allowed to show people their space as part of our
ongoing storytelling, brand building, and 1ndustry awareness.

Local hiring requirements. The current proposal requires the 50% of our workforce live in San Francisco.
We currently have 5 employees and 3 of them live in Oakland. Consider expanding the local requirement to the
8 bay area counties, or reducing the requirement to 30%. Our industry should mirror other industries, and while
I fully support hiring locally I also recognize that our Bay Area is a fluid community and mass transit systems
like BART make it easy for employers and employees to seek out the best candidates and opportunities and still
quickly and affordably get to work. Our employees were already working in San Francisco or are students here,
and it would be detrimental to our business to have to let them go, or, hire more people before we could afford it
to meet a specific % requirement.



Cooperatives. Allow for somethug similar to the state’s new business enti.y type called the “agricultural
cannabis cooperative”. This entity type allows for cottage and small producers to join together under one
umbrella entity and use that entity to apply for licensure, lease property, process, distribute, etc. This Would help
with the real estate and economic problem.

I thank you for your time and consideration.
-Chris Schroeder
Founder, Somatik Inc.

www.somatik.us
415-342-3565




Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 11:50 AM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: . FW: require SF green environmental fremdly certified growing for import to SF, critical

for marijuauana permits

From: matt500_98_98@yahoo.com [mailto:matt500_98 98@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 7:32 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: require SF green environmental freindly certified growing for import to SF, crltlcal for marijuauana permits

Honorable ladies & gentlemen,

Please think about adding responsible growing for cannabis imported to SF. As you know indoor or outdoor cultivation of
marijuana is often associated with violation of local, state, and federal environmental laws and pesticide regulation,

threatening to harm local waterways and groundwater quality and depletion and endanger the public health & safety. The

rural foothill counties are having a difficult time with growers. Most counties are lucky to have one code enforcement

officer for the vast areas under cultivation (many illegal). If SF could adopt a method of certifying growers, particularly

outside SF grow warehouses, meet the best practices (meet local county grow regulations, abide by all laws (suspend

permit for infractions) and eco sustainable practices.

Thank you




Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Ms. Somera, -

Stefanie Schneider <schneideragain@gmail.com>
Wednesday, November 01, 2017 7:31 PM

Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Opposition to removal of the existing MCD ban in District 11

I am single professional woman who owns and occupies a single-family residence in District 11. | am vehemently
opposed to additional medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs) being opened in this district. We already have three, and
these existing dispensaries should be more than adequate to support the needs of the district. Their existence has
already caused traffic issues (double parking), loitering, and brought more unsavory elements to this already struggling
district. | don’t want to see this district decline further. We are already fighting illegal gambling dens, gangs, and other
illegal activities. Allowing this neighborhood to become a haven for MCDs will doom this neighborhood and its residents.
While we need to recruit businesses to District 11 to round out the business district and remove the blight of boarded up
store fronts, we definitely do not need more MCDs.

Please stand up for this neighborhood by supporting the existing ban. A vote to lift the ban would be a disservice to the
entire district, especially homeowners, as values will be sure to plummet.

Sincerely,

Stefanie Schneider
125 Curtis Street
San Francisco, CA 94112



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

117104

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Grace Breyley <breyley@mac.com>

Thursday, November 02, 2017 1:38 PM

Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Somera,
Alisa (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS)

Andrea Ferrucci; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Stephanie Cajina; Joelle
Kenealey

Additional comments for 11/2 Land Use Committee Meeting

Thank you for continuing to uphold the ban on MCD and Cannibis Retail In D11.

At the hearing this afternocon Jane Kim asked to keep the 1000 foot buffer to protect schools and child care facilities. She
also asked to better understand the definition of child care facilities. We would also like to better understand this
restriction and expand it to include child oriented services and retail businesses.

in D11 we have several establishments which do not currentiy count as child care but would not have come into our
neighborhoods if cannibis-related business were already present near their locations. These martial arts schools, music
schools, the YMCA, and counseling services for teens should also be considered sensitive locations. Additionally we have
one of highest numbers of in-home childcare facilities in our district that would also be affected by this definition. Given
our high concentration of families in our district, we want to make sure we are building our commercial corridors for

success to cater to these patrons.

- Grace




Somera, Alisa (BOS) 1710‘“/L 171042

From: Jean Francois Houdre <houdre@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 11:30 AM

To: Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: STOP THE POT CLUBS IN DISTRICT 11

Dear All,

PLEASE DO NOT repeal the Land Use Ordinance on banning the
Pot Clubs in District 11. We are want the same quality of life that
-other communities have in SF. There are currently THREE POT
CLUBS we do not want/NEED any more in District 11!

Thank you...DO NOT REPEAL PLEASE |

Nancy Houdre

139 Ney Street

- SF CA 94112
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Email and Hand Delivery

October 17th, 2017
Dear all Board of Supervisors and Government Representatives, '

On behalf of our children, youth, families and our community, I want to take this time to thank
all of your time and dedication serving our City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). I
specifically want to thank all of your feedback during the public hearing on 10/03/2017
regarding appeal permit for 2505 Noriega Street. We, residents who are impacted by 2505
Noriega Street within 1000 feet, expressed clearly to all of you our voices and our concerns, stay
away from our children and minor under 18 years old. We deserve to live a happy, healthy and
safe neighborhood.

We are informed all current 42 medical cannabis stores will be converted into recreational
cannabis stores, plus 7 pending permits, plus many applications for new permits. We don’t know
how many more cannabis stores will be opened after January 1%, 2018.

As you may know, we have about 95,000 students with the SFUSD systems did not have a voice
to vote because they are under 18 years old. We have many immigrant residents did not have the
legal status to oppose Prop. 64 due to immigration statues. Only U.S. Citizens can vote. In
addition, we, Asians “label” as model minorities in America. We want to continue this model for
our next generation and generations to come. We hope each one of you do the right thing to
respect our voices and cultures from different districts, help up set up new recreation local
cannabis laws to protect children, youth and minors under 18 years old. We hope each one of
you can be on board to protect our future assets — children and youth.

On behalf of our children, youth and no voting right immigrants, we suggested the following
items for you to considerate, help us, to protect our children, youth and anyone is under 18 years
old. All of you make history in SF to protect our children’s future.

1. If medical marijuana is 1000 feet already, then recreational marijuana should be minimum
1,500 feet away from children, youth and anyone under 18 years old. SFUSD has about 95,000
students. Our community strongly opposed current suggestion change from 1000 to 600 feet. It is
not a good government practice. It does NOT reflect our community voice. It does NOT protect
healthy people's interests to protect children and youth. We want all of you to be on board to set
up better and strong laws to protect our children, 1,500 feet away from children, youth, plus any
neighbors strongly opposed. We know cannabis is a federal drug administration regulated
alternative drug for patients who are sick such as pain, HIV, AIDS, cancer and other health

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources
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problems. We support safe access for patients. We opposed recreational cannabis stores near any
facilities that serve minors under 18 years old included day care, pre-school, after school care,
private and public schools, etc.

2. We opposed your 300 feet from one store to another. We opposed the removal of requirement.
We proposed to all of you, any new recreational cannabis stores should be at least 1,500 feet
from each other. We voted for the Mayor, all of the Board of Supervisors, to be good leaders for
our city. You are elected by residents. We, the people should be included in this new recreational
cannabis policy planning process. You are the representatives for us. We asked you to set up
laws for the new applicants that is 1,500 feet from one recreational store to another store. SF
planning should NOT even accept their applications if any store is close to any facilities near
minors under 18 years old, included day care, pre-school, after school care, private and public
schools, etc.

3. We want to be informed and notified of your public hearings on recreational rules and :
regulations, date/where/when, so we can have representation to participate. We want to be heard.
We want to be part of the process. We need six languages to be outreached to neighborhoods
in English, Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Vietnamese and Tagalog. We believe it is the
immigrants’ rights. Many of our immigrants have not right to vote yet. But we are residents who
pay taxes to support government employees’ pay checks. The government has the responsibility
to provide six languages to outreach to each district, to educate residents about the good and the
bad impact on recreational cannabis use, cannabis and products should have labels to inform
consumers.

4. You and I know that CCSF has many social problems already: car break in, property crimes,
safety issues, health care problems, homelessness, lack of affordable housing, etc. CCSF does
not have enough public services workers to address already existing social problems. We don't
need more problems from this recreational cannabis in specific neighborhoods throughout the
city, where residents strongly. We were very shocked to hear that Mayor’s officer New Cannabis
Director Nicole Elliott said that her new Office is doing everything to expand recreational
cannabis stores in Chinatown and all neighborhoods. If people like to smoke cannabis, it is their
choice. But our choice is clear to you, stay away from kids age 0 to 18 years old. We deserve a
healthy, happy, cannabis free and safe living condition. '

5.We believe the CCSF, 5 to 10 years from now, our health care service will get worse, our
crime will be higher, our jail systems will be packed, and many social problems will associate
with this mass recreational cannabis business everywhere in the city and in CA. But if you can be
good leaders for our children, youth, setting good example to protect them: 1500 feet minimum
away from any children facilities include: day care, preschool, after school programs, etc. All
kids have the same equal right for protection. A good government practice is focus on
prevention instead of intervention. We’ve learned from the Tabaco industry and sugar era.
‘We, are now paying for the consequences such as cancer, diabetes and many health issues

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources



ZRETHEEIRT L
San Francisco Community Empowerment Center
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134
Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org
related. We banned sugar drinks from schools. We banned smoking cigarette from public
areas.

We hope you can help children, youth and parents to create better government practices and laws
to protect our children, youth and future leaders, plus local residents’ health, happiness and
safety. Thank you.

Sincerely;
VZE S
Teresa Duque, Executive Director of SFCEC
Ellen Lee Zhou, Family Social Worker
Audrey Leong, Community Coordinator
James Eng, Senior Advocate
Hazel Lee, President of S.F. Shanghai Association
Marlene Tran, President of Visitation Valley Group
Howard Woo, S.F. Community Police Advisory Board
Bill Zhen, Sunset Resident Support
Jim Chow, Pastor, Church Support
Sally Xu Plants, Parent Support

Raymond Huang, Chinatown Huang Family Association
Many other groups throughout S.F.

CC:

Wilson Chu, President of Chinese American Democratic Club
Angela Chan, Advancing Justice

Chinese media

2798 San Bruno Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94134
Office Tel/Fax 415-467-1929
24/7 contact 415-829-9550
WWW.SFCEC.ORG

Mission: Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available
resources. :

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources




HELPI OUR LOCAL RESIDENTS’ QUALITY LIFE HAS BEEN TAKING AWAY!
WHERE CAN WE FIND SOLUTIONS?

Dear Neighbors, Friends, Parents and Workers,

You are invited to join our community, our voice RALLY against illegal activities(@1) near.
children, youth and families. Prop 215 or Prop 64 does not force minors to watch nor take away
local residents’ quality life. Prop 215 or Prop 64 does not force neighbors to accept something is
not residents’ cup of tea. Prop 215 and Prop 64 are for better regulations! Those who needed
can have safe access. Also for those who refused to smoke or use cannabis can continue to
have their quality life. Where is justice for local residents and families?

Per DPH(@2), currently there are almost 50 cannabis (@2) stores in San Francisco. The
politicians who have the power to make decisions continue to force local residents to accept a
federal drug administration regulated alternate drug for people who are sick. The City
representatives continue to support permits to open cannabis stores against local residents’
will, violated children’s rights and violated neighbors’ right to peace. Healthy people being
forced to watch illegal activities (@1)!

Every resident has a choice to live a happy, healthy and safe life. Majority of local residents
against cannabis stores open near children centers, pre-school centers, day care centers, youth
centers, youth recreational centers and residential areas. But local government representatives
continue approve permits to operate cannabis stores disregard strong opposition. It is about
time to say No means NO! Enough is enough! {such as 2442 Bayshore Blvd., 5 Leland Ave. 3015 ’
San Bruno Ave, 2505 Noriega St., 2161 Irving St. and many more to come, etc.). Forced
healthylocal residents to accept and watch illegal activities (@1) near their homes each day.

Come join us and voice your concerns! Support our children, youth and families! Healthy
families create healthy community! Heaithy communities create healthier city (@3). Come
spend your lunch hour for a good cause! Thank you.

Date: Wednesday, November 8%, 2017
Time: From 12noon to 1pm (Come stand up for our future leaders)

Location: One Post Street, Near Market and New Montgomery

(Dianne Feinstein’s Federal Office, San Francisco Downtown)
@1. Cannabis is an illegal drug defined by the federal, no growth, no sell and no smoking. Cannabis
business: No loan, no bank account, no insurance will cover. Federal agents can come any time to arrest
illegal cannabis activities. Local government representatives willfully supported illegal activities.
@. 2 Per S.F. Department of Public health, # cannabis stores currently open, pending to process.
@3. This RALLY is supported and sponsored by local residents from 11 districts throughout San Francisco.
This event also supported by local children, youth, families, merchants and residents impacted within 300
feet, 600 feet and 1000 feet near cannabis stores.



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

October 26, 2017

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee
Honorable Supervisor Jeff Sheehy
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:

Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017-010365PCA:
- Cannabis Regulations

Board File No. 171041

Planning Commission’s Action: Approval with Modification

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy,

On October 19, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at
regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by Mayor Lee and
Supervisor ‘Sheehy that would amend the Planning Code to include land use regulations for
various cannabis related activities. At the hearing the Planning Commission voted to approve the
ordinance with modifications.

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission voted to add to the
ordinance by a single vote:

1.
2.

Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4.

Change “Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery” to “Industrial Agriculture” in Code
Section 846.87, the SALI district zoning control table.

Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed
ordinance:

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabls Dlspensary Use Iocated Wxthm 4909600 '

feet of a School pubhc or pnvate,

ceis not permitted.

Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs.

“Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to autherization by the City's Office of
Cannabis and Department of Public Health, as applicable”

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes:

5.

Increase the 600" buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against);

wwew.siplanming.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisca,
CA 94103-2479

‘Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
Cannabis Regulations

6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the “Orbit Option” outlined in in the staff
report, +5 -1 (Hillis against); and

7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 (Hillis
against).

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)
and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment.

Sponsors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the changes added by the Commissjon.

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission, If you have any
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Aaron D. Starr
Manage of Legislative Affairs

e

Victoria Wong; Deputy City Attorney

Bill Barnes, Aide to Supervisor Sheehy

Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Liaison to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor’s Office
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board

Attachments :
Planning Commission Resolution
Planning Department Executive Summary
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Suite-400
Planning Code Text Amendment an Francis,
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 19, 2017 oo
’ . eption:
90- DAY EXPIRATION DATE: JANUARY 1, 2018 415.558,6378
: Far
Project Name: Cannabis Regulations 415.558.6408
Case Number: 2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] blanming
Initiated by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 fn?;?éna%on:
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 415.588.6377
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewed by: Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects

dan.sider@sfgov.org; (415) 558-6697 :
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) establish regulations for land uses associated with the adult
use (ie. nonmedical) cannabis industry, including Cannabis Retailers, cannabis delivery -services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) modify existing
regutations for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to allow them in additional locations throughout the City;

and 3) establish a process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail
establishments.

The Way It Is Now: v

1. San Francisco Department of Public Health oversees the licensing and operations of Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs).

2. MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, and South of Market
Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street Neighborhood
Commercial Districts (NCDs); and the Regional Commercial District.

3. Inmost Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Districts and NCDs, MCDs are allowed on the
first floor subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review or Conditional Use (CU) authorization,
depending on the zoning district; however, they are generally not allowed on the second floor.

4. MCDs must be located more than a 1,000 from a school or a youth-serving Public or Community
Facility.

5. City law is silent on the retail sale of non-medical cannabis.

6. City law is silent on the commercial growing, manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis.

7. The Planning Code does not have a provision that allows for the conversion of MCD to a facility

" that sells adult use cannabis.

8. MCDs are not subject to Formula Retail Controls, but they are subject transparency requirements.

9. There is a limit of three MCDs in Supervisorial District 11.

www .sfplanning.org
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The Way It Would Be:

1.

The newly formed Office of Cannabis would regulate the cannabis industry in San Francisco,
including MCDs and adult use cannabis facilities, by issuing licenses and setting operating
conditions specific to the cannabis industry. The Department of Public Health would still
perform its inspection and regulatory functions outside of hcensmg and the operating conditions
of cannabis facilities.
MCDs would now be allowed in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, South of Market
Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street NCDs; and the
Regional Commercial District. In PDR Districts, MCDs would be subject to the size limits for
other retail uses.
MCDs would be allowed on both the first and second floor in NC Districts, subject to either
Mandatory Discretionary Review or CU authorization, deepening on what the current
regulations are for the subject zoning district.
The 1000 foot buffer around sensitive uses would be reduced to 600 feet, which is the state
standard. In addition, the definition of sensitive uses would be revised to only include Schools;
however other sensitive uses would be considered as part of conditional use findings.
A new land use definition would be created, Cannabis Retail, which would allow the retail sale of
cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and may also include the sale or provision
of cannabis for medicinal use and on-site consumption. Cannabis Retail establishments would be
prohibited within 600 feet of a School (as defined by the Planning Code), and would not be
permitted within 300 feet of another Cannabis Retail or MCD. Cannabis Retailers would be
allowed as follows:
a. Residential (RH, RM, RTO) Districts: Prohibited.
b. Industrial (PDR) Districts: Allowed only in conjunction with a State Microbusiness
License; 23 of the premises must be dedicated to cannabis-related PDR.
¢. Neighborhood Commercial (NC) & Chinatown Districts: Allowed on 2nd floor and
below with Conditional Use (“CU”) excepting (1) a prohibition in the NC-1 and NCT-1
Districts and (2) a prohibition above the ground floor in the CR-NC District.
d. Residential-Commercial (RC) Districts: Permitted as of right on the ground floor; CU
required above the ground floor. 4
e. Eastern Neighborhoods Districts: Neighborhood notice required, except that CU required
in SPD and MUG Districts.
f. Community Business (C-2), Downtown (C-3; DTR) and SoMa Districts: Permitted as of
right.
Existing PDR land uses would be amended to explicitly allow for cannabis related activity. In
addition, Neighborhood Agriculture and Large Scale Urban Agriculture definitions would be
amended to explicitly prohibit the growing of cannabis for commercial or personal use. Uses that
would be amended to include cannabis commercial activity are as follows:
a. Industrial Agriculture (currently named Greenhouse) for the growing of cannabis. This
use requires that cannabis be grown inside and limits the overall canopy to 22,000 sq. ft.
b. Light Manufacturing for the manufacturing of cannabis produced without the use of
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 6);
. ¢ Agricultural and Beverage Processing 2 for the manufacture of cannabis products using
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 7);
Wholesale for the wholesale distribution of cannabis products (State License Type 11);
e. Laboratory for the testing of cannabis and cannabis products (State License Type 8);

SA% FRARCISCO 2
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f. Parcel Delivery Sexrvice for retail cannabis delivery where there is no on site cannabis
retail. ,

7. Section 190 would be added to the Planning Code, which would allow existing MCDs to convert
to Cannabis Retail with only a change of use application. Also, existing MCDs that wish to
convert to sell adult use cannabis would not be subject to the location restrictions for Cannabis
Retail.

8. MCDs and Cannabis Retail would be subject to Formula Retail Controls and transparency
requirements. :

9. The limit on three MCDs in Supervisor District 11 would be removed from the Code.

BACKGROUND

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act
("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state licensing and regulatory -
framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution, transportation, dispensing, and
delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or
impose additional restrictions on commercial activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later

renamed the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA").

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control, Regulate, and Tax
Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults
21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory, licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal
cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties for marijuana-related crimes. San Franciscans overwhelming
approved of legalized adult use cannabis with 74.3% voting yes on Proposition 64.

On November 9, 2016, the Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05, "Implementing Prop 64: Adult Use of

- Marijuana Act,” directing the Department of Public Health and the Planning Department, in consultation
with other departments, to move forward with legislation for the Board of Supervisors' consideration that
would address land use, licensing, safety, and youth access issues related to adult use cannabis under
Proposition 64. Pursuant to that Executive Directive, the City developed this comprehensive legislation
that will establish a complete regulatory framework for a broad range of cannabis businesses, and that
will identify where, and under what conditions, they may operate.

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulations
and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and established a unified
state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both medicinal and adult use cannabis.
Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial cannabis activities will be required to obtain a
state cannabis license and comply with strict operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state
agencies begin issuing state cannabis business licenses by January 1, 2018. Under MAUCRSA, local
jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate cannabis businesses, including but not
limited to zoning and permitting requirements.

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Office of Cannabis

SAK FRANCISCO 3
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The Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City
Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the OOC to issue permits to cannabis-related businesses,
and to collect permit application and annual license fees following the enactment of a subsequent
ordinance establishing the amounts of those fees. The new office is responsible for developing and
managing a permitting process for all cannabis-related businesses, dealing with complaints, providing
~ policy analysis and development, and serving as a single point of contact for businesses, the public and
state regulators. The offices’ budged for its first fiscal year is $700,000, which would include three
positions and $225,000 for web site development, public outreach and overhead. The office is expected to
recover at least some of its expenses through permitting fees.

First Year of Adult Use Cannabis Sales

During 2018, only social equity applicants and businesses that have been operating in San Francisco prior
to September of 2017 will qualify for a license from the OOC. Further, no permit will be issued until the
City establishes an equity program. To that end, the City is in the process of developing an equity
program that prioritizes communities that have been unfairly targeted by the war on drugs so that they
can be the first to take advantage of legalization. A social equity report on which the equity program will
be developed is expected on November 1 of this year.

There are around 40 approved MCDs in the city, all of which will be eligible to convert to Cannabis Retail
the first year if they submit an application to the Planning Department prior to June 30, 2018. The number
of non-retail uses operating in the City right now is harder to account for. Some businesses have already
received planning approval for their operations, but are not.registered as cannabis businesses. To ensure
that the City captures all existing non-retail businesses, the OOC has opened up a registration process for
existing non-retail businesses — those operating both with and without benefit or permit - which closes in
late November. Only those non-retail businesses that have registered would be eligible for a-license to
operate in 2018, '

Non-Retail Cannabis-related Uses

San Francisco already has a very robust regulatory structure for Production, Distribution and Repair
(PDR) uses, which were minimally amended in the proposed ordinance to explicitly include cannabis
related activities. A chart showing what uses are allowed in the various zoning districts is included in
Exhibit C. The Ordinance also restricts cannabis cultivation to state license types that allow for indoor
and/or mixed-light cultivation with up to 22,000 sq. ft. of canopy. This provision basically limits cannabis
growing to indoor facilities and to medium size growing operation per the State’s licensing categories.

Cannabis Retail

The proposed ordinance creates a new Retail Sales and Service use called Cannabis Retail, which allows
for the sale of cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of
cannabis for medicinal use. The definition allows for cannabis to be consumed on-site; however only
upon the authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis and Department of Public Health. Cannabis
Retail is also included in the list of uses considered to be Formula Retail and Cannabis Retail will also be
subject to the Planning Code’s transparency requirements. The ordinance prohibits Cannabis Retail from
being established within 600 of a School, and within 300 feet of an existing MCD or another Cannabis
Retail establishment. . ,
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Future of MCDs

The question of whether or not to keep the MCD land use definition in the Planning Code was internally
debated and fully considered by Planning Staff. Staff wanted to balance the desire to avoid over
complicating the land use categories for retail cannabis, while at the same time acknowledging that
MCDs had the potential to persist as a discrete land use with unique — and likely less notable —
externalities. The current legislative proposal maintains the separate land use category for medical
cannabis at least until the City has a better understanding of how the cannabis industry will take shape.
Staff’s main reasons for maintaining the MCD definition include:

1. Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a clear path for existing
MCDs to convert to Cannabis Retail. If we do not keep MCDs as a separate land use, it's not clear
how we could control for the conversion from an MCD to a Cannabis Retail use. Nor is it clear
how we would treat those that decide not to convert to Cannabis Retail. The problem isn’t
insurmountable, but maintaining the MCD definition makes the conversion process more
straightforward and easier to implement.

2. Less Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for doctors that recommend cannabis will
change in three significant ways: 1) The doctor recommending cannabis must be the patient’s
attending physician; 2) the doctor recommending cannabis cannot have a financial interest in a
dispensary or be an employee of a dispensary; and 3) the doctor recommending cannabis has to
perform a proper examination before recommending cannabis, lest issuance of the
recommendation be deemed unprofessional conduct. Further, the law also has a provision
directing the Medical Board of California to consult with the California Marijuana Research
Program in order to develop and adopt medical guidelines for the appropriate administration
and use of medical cannabis. Presumably, when these guidelines are adopted there will be a set
list of medical conditions for which doctors can recommend cannabis. These changes are highly
likely to significantly reduce the number of customers for conventional medical-only
establishments, making them a less intensive land use. Cannabis Retail, on the other hand, will
not only be used by medical users, but also by a range of adult users, both locals and tourists.
Further, since Medical Cannabis Dispensaries are likely to be a less impactful land use, a less
rigorous approval process was felt to be appropriate.

3. Medical Cannabis Community. An ongoing dialogue with those involved in the cannabis
community, including through the City’s Cannabis Legalization Task Force, suégests a desire to
maintain the San Francisco’s leading medical cannabis industry and culture. Local MCDs employ
experts familiar with what types of cannabis aré best for various ailments, have compassionate
care programs that provide free camnabis to lower income patients, and provide cannabis
products more oriented toward the medical market than the adult use market.

4. The Unknown: It is far from clear as to what the adult use cannabis market will look like and
how it will impact the medical cannabis industry, or to fully understand its future interaction
with our neighborhoods. Keeping the medical use allows the City to take a more measured
‘approach. If, in a few years, it turns out that we no longer need a separate land use category, then
the City can reexamine the need for two definitions.
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" “Buffering” Alternatives

At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed a dissatisfaction with
the proposed 300’ minimum distance between various retail cannabis uses. In response, Staff has
developed the following three alternatives to the proposed 300 foot buffering provision in the proposed
ordinance:

SAK FR
P

The “District Concentration” Option. Rather than requiring a 300 foot radius around existing
Cannabis Retail and MCDs, this option would examine the overall concentration of Cannabis
Retailers and MCDs within a given Neighborhood Commercial District when dedding whether
or not a new establishment should move forward. This option is similar to how the Department
examines Restaurant and Formula Retail concentration; however those two options only look at
the immediate 300 foot radius or ¥ mile radius to determine concentration, not the entire
Neighborhood Commercial District.

‘For Restaurants, the concentration is not allowed to exceed 25 percent of the total commercial

frontage within 300" of the subject property (and also located within the same zoning district). For
Formal Retail, no specific concentration limit is established in the Code. The Department's review
includes all parcels that are wholly or partially located within the 300-foot radius or quarter-mile
radius. For each property, the total linear frontage of the lot facing a public right-of-way is
divided by the number of storefronts. Those numbers are then used to calculate the percentage of
the total linear frontage for Formula Retail and non-Formula Retail uses within the immediate
area. '

Staff has some concerns with this approach, the first being: What is the appropriate percentage
for a neighborhood commercial district? The second is implementation. Some districts are very
large (e.g. several miles long), while others are fairly small, encompassing only a few blocks.
Evaluating the composition of an entire NCD every time there is a proposed MCD or Cannabis
Retailer will require a significant amount of time and efforts — not just for City Staff but also for
prospective applicants and concerned members of the public. Further, while the City’s Zoning
Maps present clear boundaries for neighborhood commercial district, members of the public
fairly perceive neighborhoods to be less rigid and unencumbered by seemingly arbitrary lines on
a map. It would also be difficult to apply to those zoning district that do not require CU
authorization for cannabis businesses since this approach would require a level of analysis not
typical for as-of-right permits.

The “Clustering-As-Finding” Option. This option would remove the mandatory buffering in
neighborhoods that require CU authorization, and instead make the 300" buffer a finding as part
of the CU evaluation process. In neighborhoods that do not require CU authorization, a retail
cannabis business would be principally permitted unless it was within 300 feet of another retail
cannabis business, in which case CU would be required. This option provides more flexibility for
retail cannabis business in neighborhoods where CU authorization is required, and also helps
ensure that neighborhoods where retail cannabis business are permitted as-of-right don't become
over-concentrated. It's also fairly straightforward to implement. This criterion would be weighed
against existing CU criteria in the Code along with other new CU criteria established by this
ordinance.

The “Orbit” Option. This option would establish a more general, yet easily understood
clustering rule, by allowing a new retail cannabis business only if there were no more than two
other existing retail cannabis businesses within a 1,000 foot radius of the proposed site. In other
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words, a maximum of three retail cannabis businesses would be permitted within a 1,000 foot
radius. Two variants of this option exist, either (1) a “hard cap” that would prohibit more than
three retail cannabis establishments within 1,000 feet or (2) a “soft cap” that would trigger CU,
with clustering as a finding, if that trigger was met. As above, this latter option allows for more
flexibility, while the former is a clearer bright-line regulation. The Orbit Option — or either variant
— could theoretically be applied citywide or in certain Zoning Districts. The 1,000 foot radius and
number of cannabis retailer could also be adjusted based on further analysis and research.

On-site Consumption
At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed an interest in allowing
at-least some level of on-site adult use cannabis consumption at Cannabis Retailers.

On-site consumption can include, but is not limited to, applying salves or balms, vaporizing or smoking
the cannabis flower, or ingesting edibles made with cannabis extracts. As currently written, The Planning
Code allows Cannabis Retailer and MCDs to have on-site consumption so long as they get authorization
from the ©OOC and Department of Public Health, as applicable.

Currently, there are eight MCDs in the City that allow on:site vaporizing or smoking. The proposed
Ordinance would limit onsite vaporizing or smoking to those eight existing MCDs, and should those
MCDs convert to Cannabis Retail they would forfeit their permit to have on-site vaporizing or smoking.
The intention, based on the Department of Public Health’s highly successful anti-tobacco campaign, is to
maintain indoor air quality for the health of the establishment’s employees and customers. A concern has
also been expressed regarding mixed messages with regards to smoking tobacco and smoking cannabis
by allowing later, but prohibiting the former.

Department Staff has significant concerns that if the City fails to allow at least some on-site vaporizing or
smoking, patrons will undoubtedly vaporize and smoke cannabis on streets, sidewalks, parks, plazas,

“and other public places. In these places, it is not only prohibited by state law, but whete the likelihood of
youth exposure to cannabis is dramatically higher. While the Department understands concerns about
sending mixed messages, tobacco and cannabis are not analogous. One can smoke tobacco on the
sidewalk if you are walking and at the curb if one is not. One can also smoke tobacco in a car, on an
outdoor patio at a bar, and at various other places. However, state law categorically prohibits the
smoking cannabis in public, leaving no place to consume the product legally for those who are not able to
smoke cannabis within their home or for tourists. It is instructional to note that the city of Denver did not
‘provide for a place to consume via smoking or vaporizing and subsequently amended their laws to allow
for consumption areas upon an increase in unwanted public smoking of cannabis. Department Staff is
concerned that not allowing on-site vaporizing or smoking will lead to the same issues that Denver
experienced, and result in more people smoking canmnabis in places that will impact a greater number of
individuals, particularly youth.

Accessory Use Provisions

The Planning Code allows for the accessory sale of cannabis products contingent upon the approval or
the OOC; however accessory level sales are not contemplated to be allowed in the first few years of adult
use cannabis sales. The Planning Department believes that allowing accessory level sales will reduce the
need for cannabis-only businesses thought the city, and helps to normalize the sale of cannabis along the
same lines as alcohol and tobacco sales. It also provides a way for small existing business that many not
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have the funds to invest in an entirely new enterprise to befit from this emerging industry. However,
accessory cannabis sales are currently impractical both due to (1) the State’s prohibition on the sale of
alcohol and/or tobacco along with cannabis at the same premises and (2) the absence of nuanced controls
necessary to ensure the sale of adult use cannabis as a genuinely subordinate and incidental accessory.
The state prohibits cannabis sales in stores that also sale alcohol or tobacco, and requires that the
premises be only open to adults 21 years or older.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the
attached Draft Resolution to that effect. Should the Commission wish to seek amendments to the
proposed Ordinance, the foregoing discussion is intended to provide useful options to do so.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Department supports the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair
regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use cannabis sales, and the supporting PDR activities
in San Francisco. The ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate PDR activities,
avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses. The proposed separation from sensitive uses and from
other retail cannabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city
that are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Department has determined that this Ordinance will impact our current implementation procedures;
however the proposed changes can be implemented without increasing permit costs or review time.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and
15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Planning Department has participated in hearings at the Small Business Commission, and the Health
Commission. It has also been involved with various outreach meetings including meetings with the
cannabis growers and manufacturer, and existing MCD operators. The Small Business Commission has
not officially taken an action on the proposed ordinance, but was generally in support of the proposed
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ordnance and appreciated the 300 foot buffering provision. The Health Commission has also not taken an
official action on the ordinance, but expressed concern about allowing on-site consumption. It was also
concerned that the proximity to menta! health dinics to future retail cannabis operations, or- the
saturation of alcohol and tobacco establishments wasn’t given consideration in the land use evaluation
process. Members of the cannabis industry have indicated that they would like an easier path for
conversion of existing MCD to Cannabis Retail, and to allow all existing MCD applicants the ability to
obtain a license to operate from the OOC in 2018. As of the date of this report, the Department has not
received a letter from the industry outlining their concerns over the proposed ordinance; however, we
expect that one will come prior to the Planning Commission hearing.

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed Ordinance.

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit B: Board of Supervisors File No. 171041 -

Exhibit C: Matrix for Non-Retail Cannabis controls.

Exhibit D: Map showing the existing and proposed “Green Zone”

Exhibit E: Map showing the approval process for Cannabis Retail
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Project Namze: Cannabis Regulations 415.558.5400
Case Number: 2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] Planning
Initiated by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 ﬂ(’sm;gt;’%a? ;
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs T
garon.starr@sfoov.org; 415-558-6362
s Reviewed by: Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects

dan.sider@sfgov.org; (415) 558-6697

APPROVING THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE
TO 1) REGULATE CANNABIS LAND USES, INCLUDING, AMONG OTHER THINGS, ADULT
USE CANNABIS RETAIL, MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES, DELIVERY-ONLY
SERVICES, MANUFACTURE OF CANNABIS PRODUCTS, CANNABIS CULTIVATION, AND
CANNABIS TESTING; 2) ALLOW WMEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN ADDITIONAL
ZONING DISTRICTS; 3) ESTABLISH A LAND USE PROCESS FOR THE CONVERSION OF
EXISTING MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO  CANNABIS RETAIL
ESTABLISHMENTS; 4) ESTABLISH LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS FOR
CANNABIS USES; 5) REPEAL ORDINANCE NO. 186-17, WHICH LIMITED THE NUMBER
OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 11; AND 6)
DELETE SUPERSEDED PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT’S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE
EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 101.1, AND PUBLIC
NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PLANNING
CODE, SECTION 302,

‘WHEREAS, on September 26, 2017 Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy introduced a proposed Ordinance
under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 171041, which would amend the Planning.
Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation,
and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a
land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail
establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No.
186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6)
delete superseded Planning Code provisions; and,




Resolution No. 20028 CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
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WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on October 19, 2017; and,

WHEREAS, The Department determined that the proposed amendments are not defined as a project
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the
environment; and -

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
Department staff and other interested parties; and -

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance.
The Commission’s proposed modifications include:

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission recommend be added to
the ordinance by a single vote:

1. Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4.

2. Change “Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery” to “Industrial Agriculture” in Code Section
846.87, the SALI district zoning control table.

3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed
ordinance:

Smoking on the premises of a Medlcal Cannabls Dlspensaxy LI_ located W1thm 4909600 feet ofa
School pubhc or pnvate, or-a-Rublic-Faeility b

is not pern:utted-

4. Add the following text to the definition -(Sectidn 102) or location and operating conditions
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs.

“Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis
and Department of Public Health, as applicable”

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes:

5. Increase the 600" buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against);
6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the “Orbit Option” outlined in in the staff report, +5 -

1 (Hillis against); and
7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 (Hillis
against).
SAH FRANCISCO ) 2
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FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The Commission finds that the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair
regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use cartnabxs sales, and the supporting PDR
activities, in San Francisco.

2. The Comimission finds that the ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate
PDR activities, avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses.

3. The Commission Finds that the proposed separation from sensitive uses and from other retail
cannabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city that
are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods.

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Crdinance is consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1.3

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.

The proposed ordinance locates commercial and industrial activities according existing zowing districts by
utilizing well established PDR zoning categories for non-retail activities and by allowing retail cannabis in
commiercially zoned districts.

OBJECTIVE 3
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS,
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.

Policy 3.1
Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which
provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers.

Policy 3.4
Assist newly emerging economic activities;

The proposed ordinance seeks to attract, retain and expand the newly emerging cannabis industry, which
provides employment opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers

SAN FRANCISCO N . 3
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Resolution No. _‘20029 | CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
October 18, 2017 ‘Cannabis Regulation

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS
EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.1
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in
the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity

among the districts.

Policy 6.2

- Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business

enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological
innovation in the marketplace and society.

The proposed ordinance seeks to balance the need to accommodate the emerging cannabis retail industry,
which includes small business enterprises and entrepreneurship with the need to preserve neighborhood-
serving goods and services in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts. It does this by creating
buffering provisions around other similay uses and sensitive uses, effectively controllmg the number of
cannabis retail businesses that can locate within any one neighborhood commercial district.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Sectlon 101L.1(b) of the Plan:rung Code in
that:

‘1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;
The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will
not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-

serving retail.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed Ordinarce wonld not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character.
3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enthanced;
The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors

SAN FRANCISDD 4
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Resolution
October 19

No. 20029 CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA

, 2017 Cannabis Regulation

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The propuosed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office

development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would
not be impaired.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s Landmarks and historic
buildings.

That our parks and open space and their access to 'sunlight and vistas be protected from
development; :

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s parks and open space and their
access to sunlight and vistas.

6. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Plarming Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Ordinance
described in this Resolution. '

T heteby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on October

19, 2017.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOFPTED:

SAN FRANCISCO

Cominission Secretary

Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Richards
Hillis
Moore

October 19, 2017

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5



File No. 171041
Received via email

10/19/17
Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco
District 8
JEFF SHEEHY
October 19, 2017

Honotable Members

San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street ‘
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Proposition 64 Implementation
' File #171041 .

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission:

Thank you for considering File #171041, an ordinance T am co-sponsoting to enact
Planning Code amendments that implement Proposition 64 (“Prop. 64”), the Adult Use
of Marijuana Act. I'm heartened by Planning’s support for Medical Cannabis
Dispensaties (MCDs) in appropriate locations and I look forward to your comments.

Before 1996, Californians with life-threatening illnesses faced an untenable choice: use

cannabis for medical putposes and face potential prosecution and imptisonment. With
 the passage of Proposition 215, Califotnia made clear that medical cannabis would be
available for those who need it. San Francisco allowed medical cannabis collectives for a
decade based solely on that state measute and a Zoning Administrator determination. In
2006, the City established land use and operating standards for MCDs.

Ten years later, Californians adopted Prop. 64 to allow adult use of cannabis. Much like
Prop. 215, the state has acted and now San Francisco must propetly respond. I hope you
will agree that building on our existing infrastructure provides the most efficient path to
implementing the will of California voters.

Many key issues are addressed in a separate ordinance that outlines the operating
procedutes and permit authority of the Office of Cannabis (OOC). With respect to
Planning Code amendments, this letter provides the Planning Commission with potential
areas of amendment so you may consider them as part of your deliberations.

City Hall » 1 Dr. Carllon B. Goodlett Place « Room 244 « San Francisco, California 94102-4689 » (415) 554-6968
Fax (415) 554-6909 » TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 = E-mail: JeflT Sheehy @sfzov.org




Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation

1. Conversion to Cannabis Retail: Expand Notice & Consolidate Appeals
As introduced, an existing MCD that seeks to add adult cannabis could face five separate

appeals. The issuance of a land use permit and an operating permit are separate acts that
face different appeal tracks. Specifically, the building permit in Planning Code Section
190 could be appealed to the Board of Appeals and discretionary review could be filed
with the Planning Commission. The opetating permit could be appealed to the Boatrd of
Appeals. Both permits require determinations under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Those determinations can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

I expect amendments to expand neighbothood notification and simplify the appeals
process. Specifically, the applicant would begin at the OOC then be refetred to Planning
for the building permit. If both final permits are issued concurtrently, then appeals would
be consolidated at the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. I am also working
with the City Attorney to exempt existing MCDs from discretionary review.

I also expect amendments to the operations ordinance that would expand public notice
beyond Planning Code Section 311/312 requitements by removing them from the
Planning Code and transferring them to OOC. Specifically, the OOC would be required
to post the location for at least 30 days and mail written notification to occupants within
300 feet of the proposed location, with a requitement of translation into commonly
spoken languages required by the Language Access Ordinance. We are also exploting
other means to increase public participation, including voluntary pre-application
meetngs.

2. Conversion of MCDs to Cannabis Retail: Addressing Pipeline Applicants

The legislation provides that any MCD-with a valid Department of Public Health
(“DPH”) permit by the effective date of the legislation may use a streamlined process to
add adult use. This creates uncertainty for other pipeline applicants. Some may have
secuted a land-use entitlement but have not finished the DPH permitting process. Others
may be awaiting a heating date, all while incutting rent on a tetail location.

I expect amendments that would allow any applicant who submitted an application to
DPH and remains active in the pipeline to utilize the accelerated timeline, provided they
still meet the phase deadlines that would otherwise be applicable in Section 190.

3. Limits in the Southern Neighborhoods, including District 11 -

The Board recently adopted Ordinance 186-17 (Safai) to establish an MCD limit in
- District 11. I suppott this limit because Supetvisor Safal made a compelling case that
policy choices to limit cannabis retailers in San Mateo County were negatively impacting
- southern neighborhoods. After discussing this with Planning, I am open to expanding
this limit beyond Disttict 11 to cover other southern neighborhoods facing similar
impacts. I expect amendments that would teinstate the limit adopted in Ordinance 186-
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Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation

17 for MCDs and cannabis tetailets and may extend this to a geograp}nc area in the
southern neighbothoods greater than District 11.

4. Reducing Clustering Through the “Orbit” Option

At the public hearing, some Commissioners noted that a2 300 foot limit between MCDs
may not be the best approach to address clustering. I understand that Planning will
propose an “otbit” approach that looks at multiple locations within a larger land area
(e.g. three in a 1,000 foot atea). I am hopeful that the Commission will adopt a
recommendation that provides greater nuance than the 300 foot limit and believe this
alternative may be a better approach.

5. Neighborhood Commercial Districts

Finally, the Planning Code recognizes the unique nature of our Neighbothood
Commercial Districts (NCDs). Some district supervisors- may have unique conditions in
their NCDs that could cause the Board to either telax ot constrain placement of cannabis
_ retail in their communities. I expect amendments in some neighborthood commetcial
districts based on these unique conditions.

Thank you for considering my views and for your own thoughtful deliberations on
cannabis policy duting this impottant time. I look fotrwatd to yout tecommendations. If I
ever can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me ditrectly.

Sincerely, - .

. o 9
A S
JEFF SHEYHY
Supetvisor for District 8

'CC:  Members, Board of Supetvisors

Cletk, Boatd of Supervisots
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis
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EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

September 26, 2017

Dear President Breed and San Francisco Residents:

We are proud to present to the Board of Supervisors the first draft.of San -Francisco’s updated and
comprehensive cannabis laws and regulations. While we have had medical cannabis in the City for some
time, the passage of Proposition 64 obligates us to modernijze and expand our regulatory infrastructure,
With significant input from community members and stakeholders, we are confident that San Francisco
will lead the way in creating a regulatory structure that is safe, sensible, and equitable.

The creation of this structure is an important and monumental undertaking for the City. This process will
include challenges, but we are committed to developing sound policy that represents all of our
communities. These ordinances are simply the beginning of an important City conversation.

in the weeks and months ahead, we look forward to working with the Board of Supervisors to improve
these ordinances with broad feedback. We expect to revise the legislation to reflect public input. With
your help, we will make San Francisco’s cannabis laws strong and representative of our City’s values.

We are guided by three key principles. San Francisco’s cannabis laws should be:

1. Safe: Safe access and safe communities are our overriding objective. Whether for medicinal
purposes of for personal use, we' want to ensure the availability of safe products and to limit
exposure to youth. Cannabis businesses should reflect neighborhood preferences and character,
and promote public safety. )

2. Sensible: We strive for straightforward rules that are clear and make sense for businesses,
communities, and consumers. T

3. Equitable: The decades-long war on drugs wreaked havoc on many communities of color, and
we have a moral imperative to develop and employ equity principles that reinvest in our
communities and provide economic opportunities to those who need them most.

Starting today, we ask for your collective participation. Please provide us formal comments at
officeofcannabis.sfgov.org. Come to City Hall and provide public comment, engage in public meetings or
host a forum with your neighborhood association. Help us start a civic conversation; the result will be
better legislation that is reflective of our values as a City.

Thank you, and we look forward to hearing from you.
T

s

Edwin M. Lé_e,

Naomi Kelly, City Admmiistrator Nicole Elljott, Director, Office of Cannabis

LS8

bara Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health Johin Rahai

, Diregtor, Planning Department

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



October 26, 2017

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Proposed Local Cannabis Ordinance Introduced September 26, 2017 — File Nos. 171041, 171042

Dear President Breed and Supervisors,

As members of the San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force, we have worked diligently for
the last two years to present recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. '

During the most recent October 18, 2017, Task Force meeting, the Task Force spent a considerable
amount of time reviewing the proposed cannabis ordinanceintroduced on September 26, 2017 — “Local
Ordinance.” We revisited what Task Force recommendations were included, what recommendations
were excluded, and what recommendations did not need to be addressed with legislation.

We feel that some of our Year | and Year ll recommendations still need to be addressed.

The Task Force respectfully submits the below comments regarding the Local Ordinanceﬁ

General

o lLocal Leadership. In general, San Francisco should provide iocal leadership for the cannabis
industry in instances where State law is unclear or only limited information exists.

Consumption
¢ Expansion of Adult Use Hospitality Venues. The Task Force recommends that the Local
Ordinance incorporate a general statement of intent to expand opportunities for cannabis use in
hospitality venues, such as dining establishments. Implementation strategies for these venues
should be developed in collaboration with key stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality
organizations.

s Consumption Areas. The Task Force requests that the City continue to explore and consider a
land use designation for consumption lounges and establish guidelines to prevent cross-
contamination. )

¢ Smoking/Vaping Locations. The City should address the issue of equal opportunity for
businesses by designating consumption lounges for smoking/vaping consistent with the creation
of lounges for the consumption of edibles already contemplated within the Local Ordinance.
This can be achieved by allowing applications for consumption lounge permits for
smoking/vaping. The Local Ordinance should designate the locations where smoking/vaping can
occur., ‘



¢ Cannabis Consumption in Parked Cars. The City should consider enforcement of State law with
respect to public cannabis consumption in vehicles (i.e. imposing fines, fees, and arrests) as a
low priority.

Land Use
¢ Cannabis Retail Distance of 500 feet from Sensitive Uses. The Task Force proposes a distance of
500 feet to align with San Francisco’s current distance for existing tobacco retail permittees.
* Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue. Discussion points and
concerns related to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows:

o Adistance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco’s current distance
requirements for tobacco retail locations.! Some Task Force Members felt that 500 feet
was too close of a distance to sensitive uses. Task Force Members also expressed
cornicerns that distances less than the State standard of 600 feet would be contrary to
public opinion and make cannabis retailers more susceptible to federal raids and
business closures, One Task Force Member expressed concern that distances less than
the current San Francisco requirement of 1,000 feet from schools are subject to
mandatory minimum sentencing under Federal law, and prefers to keep the status quo
of 1,000 feet rather than risk exposing retailers to additional liability of federal
incarceration. Other Task Force Members supported a distance less than 500 feet, but
agreed to move forward with the overall recommendation.

* Sensitive Uses Proximity. The Local Ordinance should include a statement that the City will
consider exceptions (i.e. less than the currently proposed 600 feet) with respect to the distance
new cannabis retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses in specific communities where
appropriate, e.g. the Castro. *Note: the above modified consensus points and concerns are also
applicable to this recommendation.

¢ Clustering. The City should use the Conditional Use Authorization approval process in
determining alternatives to the 300 foot clustering requirement outlined in the Local Ordinance.
*Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue, with one Task Force Member
supporting a clearly defined clustering requirement rather than the use of Conditional Use '
Authorization in certain cases. One Task Force Member also felt that 300 feet was too close of a
distance between cannabis retail locations.

Permitting
¢ Local Permitting - General. The Task Force has recommended that the City consider a waiver of
permitting requirements for cannabis smoking tents at special events, workforce permitting
requirements that create uniform standards across businesses, a non-profit permitting
framework, and delivery driver requirements. These issues are either unaddressed or partially

! See San Francisco Health Code § 19H.4(f)(3).



addressed in the Local Ordinance. The Task Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance
reconsider these specific recommendations. ’

Nursery Permitting. The Local Ordinance should define the nursery permitting structure and
approve nursery permits rather than wait for the State to provide further clarity in this area.

Community Engagement as Part of Permitting and Land Use Approval Processes. The Task
Force supports the permitting and land use community engagement provisions as drafted.

Accessory Use. The Local Ordinance does not contemplate accessory use permits at this time,
and the Task Force supports an accelerated process for developing the accessory use permitting
framework. *Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on the issue of expedited '
accessory use consideration, with general support of the accessory use concept. One Task Force
Member did not want accessory use to be part of the inmediate implementation plan for the
City’s cannabis legalization framework. '

Agency Oversight. The Task Force supports the City agency regulatory structure provisions as
drafted.

Cannabis Event Permitting. The Local Ordinance should include a process for cannabis event
permitting.

Taxation

Other

Tax Revenue Allocation Priorities and Data Collection. The Task Force requests that the Office
of Cannabis consider allocating potential tax revenue towards the City’s local regulatory, policy,
and programmatic goals, and prioritize the collection of appropriate data points to assess the
impact of cannabis tax expenditures in achieving these goals. For reference, the Task Force’s
suggested allocation priorities include, but are not limited to: workforce development,
entrepreneurial opportunity funds, education for students and youth, education and training for
formerly incarcerated persons, and community-identified priorities.

SFUSD Collaboration. The Task Force recommendations specific to collaborating with the San
Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) were not legislated in the Local Ordinance. The Task

_Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance contain a statement that references the

intent to collaborate with SFUSD in the development of age-appropriate cannabis education in
health education programs and builds upon the school district’s existing educational model.

Public Safety. The Task Force supports the public safety-related provisions of the ordinance as
drafted. ’



Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact us with any concerns, comments or
guestions. We look forward to working closely with you to ensure a safe environment for consumers,
patients, and workers in San Francisco’s regulated cannabis industry.

Sincerely,

Sara Payan, Seat #12 & Co-chair - sara@sarapayan.com
Terrance Alan, Seat #19 & Chair - terrance @sequelmedia.com
Jennifer Garcia, Seat #20 & Co-chair - jen.garcia7 @yahoo.com
San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force




Note: NL = Not Legislated

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Ofﬁce of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

s
A

#

% ?3

Recommendatlon Sub Category Publ|c Safety

Recommendatlon

Included
3 ~',;‘.x¢w~gﬂ1~"g

Rationale

Driving Under Local policy guidelines for driving under the mfluence should
the Influence 1 ibe developed that are based on behavior testing until science-
(but) based testing exists. NL
San Francisco should provide technical assistance to
‘| California Highway Patrol {CHP) as they develop DUI
2 |protocols and standards. As part of this technical assistance,
San Francisco should explore the use of cannabidiol {CBD) as
an antidote to manage overconsumption, with the current
naloxone program as a potential model. NL
3 DPH is in the process of crafting a public awareness campaign that will
San Francisco should develop and lmplement a city-wide DUI include education around driving under the influence, per the Mayor's
public awareness campaign. NL request via the November 9, 2016 Executive Directive.
Neighborhood
Safety Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application
process. The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to
residential and commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the
Cannabis Business the name, phone number, and email address of an.
-4 onsite community relations staff person who may be contacted
) concerning any problems associated with operation of the )
San Francisco should develop cannabis business operating establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk and/or
standards to form part of the business permitting process. alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (jii)
These standards would ensure that cannabis businesses are Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on
“good neighbors” to the communities in which they are the Premises advising persons of this prohibition.
located. Yes
Operating standards contemplated will require cannabis businesses to
5 Cannabis businesses should be like any other business in San ensure their space and the space surrounding their establishment is
Francisco in appearance and manner: well-lit, clean, secure, remains free of litter, and is lit in a manner that supports public
appropriate hours of operation, guidelines for security, etc. Yes safety.
San Francisco Three top considerations for the San Francisco Police
Police Department (SFPD) when it is developing its criminal
Department enforcement and training strategies are:
(SFPD) NL




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# |Recommendation included _ |Rationale
Enforcement a) Strategies must represent community sensitivities and be
and Training developed together with parents or an agent of family
Priorities representation; NL

6

b} Strategies should be informed by subject matter experts in
-|all areas of the cannabis industry, and not simply police )
officers training and/or educating other police officers; NL

¢) The SFPD should collaborate with Child Protective Services
to establish guidelines for determining the safety of a juvenile

in the custody of an impaired adult.
NL




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

[ # |Recommendation

Recommendation Sub-Category: Public Consumption i

__| Included [Rationale

Meaning of the
Word “public”

San Francisco should allow and create policy pathways for
smoking cannabis in public places that become privatized.
These pathways should follow rules set by the San Francisco

The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of
cannabis or cannabis products is prohibited in any location where the
smoking of tobacco is prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in
ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is not exposed to
second hand smoke. San Francisco’s policymakers have passed local
ordinances that include the prohibition of smoking of tobacco or any
other weed or plant products in public areas such as parks, recreation
areas and at certain outdoor events, As with the smoking of tobacco,
passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children, nonsmokers,
and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and the City
is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore,
this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public
places, except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior

Department of Public Health for tobacco use. No smoking-area designation from the Planning Department.
Under California and San Francisco law, the smoking of tobacco is not
allowed in any place of employment, with a limited number of
exceptions. Under the proposed legislation, a permitted medical
cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the
Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping
onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is

The smoking of cannabis should be allowed anywhere that not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in

tobacco smoking is allowed. Indoor venues must provide the City. Note also that the proposed legislation requires such

proper ventilation that addresses odor and smoke if smoking dispensaries to meet ventilation guidelines that will be developed by

is allowed indoors. Partial the Health Department.

The San Francisco City Attorney should provide further legal

guidance regarding consumption in public-private spaces, i.e. Further clarification is not being sought by the City on this issue at this

where, when and how it could be done in the City. No time. :




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# |Recommendation Included |Rationale
On-site
Consumption Under the proposed legislation, the City will allow on-site consumption
per Proposition of edible cannabis products. The Department of Public Health will issue
64 a separate permit to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite
consumption of edible products, and rules and regulations to that
10 effect will be forthcoming. Note that under the proposed legislation,
the definition of consumption does not include smoking/vaping. A
permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area
designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain
its smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that,
San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial
retail locations. Partial cannabis locations in the City.
Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and
regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and
11 regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the
San Francisco’s on-site consumption requirements should not State will provide for in its emergency regulations, to be released in
be stricter than those outlined in Proposition 64. Partial November, 2017. ‘
Overconsum pti'
on and
Encouraging
Safe and 12 |San Francisco and the Department of Public Health should The Department of Public Health is actively developing a pubiic
Responsible collaborate with the cannabis industry and the community to awareness campaign focused on driving under the influence and youth
use Across the develop a health promotion strategy for preventing access and exposure. DPH will aim to include a variety of perspectives
City overconsumption and youth access. Yes in developing and implementing this campaign. '
Recommendation Sub-Category: Youth Access'and Exposurg:-:: 7o L o I P Ie e
Education
13 The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) should be
involved in developing age-appropriate cannabis education
for San Francisco schools’ health education program. NL
The SFUSD has an existing educational model focusing on
wellness centers and health-based classroom education that
should be used as the foundational framework for age-
14 |appropriate cannabis education. This framework should be
analyzed (via data review) to identify gaps and revitalize the
curriculum to effectively educate schoolchildren about
cannabis use. NL
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis
15 leducation programs should also capture children ocutside of
the SFUSD system. NL




' San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# |Recommendation Included _|Rationale
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis
16 education programs should be distributed in a collaborative
way across a variety of organizations, especially those that
are already engaged in these issues. To ensure this, San
Francisco should develop funding criteria for making grants. NL
17 |The State should vest decisions regarding student education
implementation and funding criteria solely in the counties. NL
Preventing The Health Department is conducting a health impact assessment that
Sales to Minors San Francisco should conduct research regarding access for draws together evidence from multiple sources to better understand
18 minors in the illicit markgt‘after the passage of Proposition the potential health impacts from legalization in San Francisco,
215 and in other states that have legalized cannabis for adult especially with regard to youth access and exposure. The Health
use in order to better understand how minors may access Department will continue to collaborate with research experts to
cannabis after adult use is legalized in California. NL monitor the impact of cannabis legalization on minors
Advertising )
State cannabis related advertising restrictions prohibit cannabis
advertising within 1,000 feet of schools, playgrounds, youth centers, or
19 day care centers. State law also prohibits advertising to occurin a
) manner intended to encourage persons under 21 years of age to
The regulation of other industries, such as alcohol and consume cannabis or cannabis products. The City will work with the
tobacco industries, should serve as a model for monitoring state, regional and local partners to develop any necessary and
the effect of advertising on minors, Yes appropriate policies regarding monitoring of advertising to minors.
The San Francisco City Attorney should conduct research
20 [regarding the free speech limits to regulating cannabis
advertising at the local level. NL
San Francisco should conduct research to learn more about
21 jthe strategies other adult use legalization states have used to
regulate advertising to protect youth. NL
San Francisco’s advertising regulating bodies must do
continuous forecasting to appropriately guard against “too The City will work with the state, regional and local partners, including
22 jmuch cannabis advertising” and be agile in adapting to local agencies that provide access to advertising opportunties, to
rapidly emerging social trends that could increase exposure develop any necessary and appropriate policies regarding monitoring
to youth. NL of advertising to minors.




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

# |Recommendation Included |Rationale
Criminal
Diversion and it is unlikely that, even with the most robust cannabis
Decriminalizati education programs for youth, there will be a zero percent
on Options for usage rate among minors in San Francisco - they may
Youth continue to consume and/or sell in schools and other places.
23 !In light of that, San Francisco schools should take a reality
and science-based disciplinary approach and rely on harm
reduction principles to manage such situations. For example,
for minors who commit cannabis-related offenses while at
school, suspension and expulsion should not be the default
tools used by schools to discipline students. NL
Youth
Protection 2 San Francis»co Unified School District should identify and
collaborate with key stakeholders to explore alternatives to
. |expulsion for youth facing disciplinary action for cannabis. NL
San Francisco should develop policies to protect youth, e.g. - The legislation mirrors state requirements that all items sold must be
25 |develop clearly labeled packaging requirements to prevent in a child resistant container and placed in an opaque package when
accidental cannabis consumption by youth. Yes transported off a permitted premises.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Tourism/Hospitality . , R T R e
San FranClSCO 2att FIafiCisLU STIOUIT LUITd DU ale WILH hLdK!‘_‘IIUIUCID Lo
Cannabis develop policies that achieve an appropriate balance
Culture between discretion and yisibility of adult use cannabis
culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and
legal consumption spaces while preventing undesired
exposure for those who prefer limited interaction with the
Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will
issue separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite
consumption of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to
that effect will be forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such
spaces for consumption purposes. A permitted medical cannabis
dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the Planning
26 Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping onsite
location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is not
a) Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in the
unintended exposure Yes City.
The legislation allows for consumption of cannabis at retail locations
. that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such
b)  Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-
storefront locations to prevent exposure from the street Yes age restricted area.
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Recommendation

Included

Rationale

¢) Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to
provide tourists with educational materials and information
about safe access and consumption of adult use cannabis.

Yes

The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible Consumption Fact
Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be created by DPH.
Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel and the
Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain
educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible
consumption, etc.

27

the hospitality and tourism industry to develop pathways for
lodging establishments to become “cannabis-friendly,”
thereby providing a legal consumption space for tourists.
without access to a private residence.

No

This legislation does not create a pathway for the Department of Public
Health to permit consumption in any space other than cannabis retail.

28

There is a notable desire within the culinary community to
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining
options/opportunities, including the use of cannabis as a
meal ingredient and the establishment of food/cannabis
pairing options. San Francisco should collaborate with key
stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality organizations,
to develop strategies for increasing these opportunities for
restaurants and other food establishments. Strategies could
include:

a) Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative
approach that would create an exemption for these types of
culinary experiences.

NL

Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's

|12018 state legislative agenda.

b) Development of a patron notification process for any food
establishment offering these opportunities

NL

c) Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate
distribution of cannabis-friendly dining venues throughout
the City.

NL

Tourist and
Resident
Experiences

San Francisco should collaborate with key stakeholders, such
as the Department of Public Health and tourism/hospitality
organizations, to develop educational materials for tourists
and residents that:
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# |Recommendation Included |Rationale
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
a) promote safe cannabis consumption Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
29 implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
b) provide information on different product types and their for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
physiological effects, and Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
c) outline strategies to identify and manage for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
overconsumption. Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
. While DPH is providing the content for the required Responsible
The educational materials should be made available in Consumption Fact Sheet, the City can translate this and can have it
various languages and formats (e.g. websites, brochures, available in multiple languages for distribution at the point of sale and
signage, mobile applications, etc.), and distributed where on the Office of Cannabis website. A general FAQ sheet will also be
adult use cannabis is allowed to be consumed and/or translated into all languages mandated through the Language Access
purchased, such as cannabis retail locations. Yes Ordinance. '
While LEAD is a good model to provide baseline education for
San Francisco, in collaboration with key City Agencies and employees regarding the laws and regulations they are required to be
stakeholders, should develop educational materials and aware of and to follow, the City is not aware of existing education
30 |trainings for cannabis retail licensees, their employees, and related to retail cannabis service. The Office of Cannabis would be
cannabis business license applicants on serving cannabis and happy to partner with city agencies and other stakeholders to identify
cannabis products safely, responsibly, and legally. The models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training occurs so that
Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs (LEAD) Program employers and employees understand best practices related to
could serve as a model for this. Yes responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products.
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# [Recommendation
5 S

# |Recommendation

Recommendation Sub-Category: Land Use .

San Francisco should allow non- retall adult use cannabls uses

Non-Retail
Uses (i.e. cultivation, manufacturing, distribution) and utilize the The legislation contemplates non-retail permits for cultivation,
existing Planning Code framework to establish Iand use manufacturing, testing and distribution and incorporates analogous
controls for those uses. Yes land use controls for these activities.
The existing Planning Code framework already addresses
distance to sensitive uses for non-retail businesses.
Consistent with current regulations for non-retail medical
cannabis uses, non- retail adult use cannabis uses should o s
. . The legislation does not apply sensitive use controls to all self-
therefore be exempt from distance requirements for . . I :
sensitive uses (e.g. schools, youth centers, etc.) contained/totally enclosed permit types: cultivation, manufacturing,
& 2 o Yes testing, distribution and nonstorefront retail.
Retail Uses
Specifically, the following text is included: “With respect to any
application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in
, . P addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and {d) above, th
San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings - . o ( ) a.n (d) ' €
. .. . Commission shall consider the geographic distribution of Cannabis
for the Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to ) .
L . Y e Retail Uses throughout the City, the balance of other goods and
use when reviewing adult use retail applications. R . i L
services available within the general proximity of the proposed
Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure to
cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any
Yes proposed measures to counterbalance any such increase.”
San Francisco should reduce the distance new cannabis The required minimum distance would be 600, which is 400’ less than
retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses to one presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some
that is less than the State- required 600 feet. Partial sensitive uses.
San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path . . .
n . X Straight-line measurement would continue to be used; other
of travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to . . -
' methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty
parcel measurement. No

and controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike.

San Francisco should develop reasonable guantitative
standards to regulate the location of, and permitting process
for, adult use retail locations in San Francisco. These
standards should include, but are not limited to:
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Recommendation Included |Rationale
a) Strategies to facilitate meetings between the applicant and
neighboring community prior to the Planning Commission .
hearing and/or application process to address neighborhood The existing Pre-Application Requirements would apply to all MCDs in
concerns Yes NC Districts
b} Strategies to prevent clustering (as discussed below) Yes A 300’ clustering requirement would be created
c) Considerations for proximity to sensitive uses (as discussed A clear 600" minimum requirement only from schools would be
below) Yes established
As above, sensitive uses would be refined to only include schools and
San Francisco should further define and/or refine definitions , \ Y ,
“ L ” o . the present 1,000’ minimum separation would be reduced to 600’,
of “sensitive uses” and expand locations in which new ) . . )
K A . thereby allowing a greater range of geography in which cannabis
cannabis retailers could operate, where appropriate. . .
) Yes businesses could seek permission to operate.
San Francisco should consider varying approval processes ‘
{e.g. neighborhood notice only; notice plus mandatory
Discretionary Review hearing; notice plus Conditional Use
Authorization; etc.) for different zoning districts, with more
rigorous review processes in Neighborhood Commercial
Districts or other locations which present potential land use . . i
. . P . P e NC Districts would generally require CU; Mixed-Use Districts would
conflicts and less rigorous processes in other districts, such as . ) . -
. e generdlly require neighborhood notice; Downtown Districts would
Downtown or industrial districts. ]
Yes generally be as-of-right.
San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of
adult use cannabis retailers. Strategies may include:
a) Use of “buffer zones” around other adult use retail
locations. The distance of these buffer zanes should balance
both community concerns and business interests, with the
i enting too hi i f il i
,a“m o,f prev‘ n ,mg o? igh a concentr.ation of retal Iocatfc?ns A cannabis businesses could not locate within 300’ of another such
in a given district while also encouraging healthy competition. .
Yes business.
b} Stricter clustering provisions in Neighborhoed Commercial While the minimum clustering distance is the same throughout the
Districts to balance neighborhood concerns, and less strict - City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the Commission
Jclustering requirements in other districts, such as Downtown . consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a higher
or Industrial districts. Partial level of scrutiny would apply.

10
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San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail
businesses in existing Formula Retail rules.
9 Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has
eleven or more retail locations worldwide, it is subject to a
more stringent review and authorization process. - . .
& P In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCDs are subject to
Yes Formula Retail controls.
San Francisco should allow retail locations in areas other than . . . .
: In areas with floor-by-floor zoning controls, cannabis businesses would
10 [the ground floor, such as spaces located at basement level,
R be allowed on the basement, ground, and 2nd levels. in other areas
second floor or higher. : . g
Yes where allowed, cannabis businesses would be allowed on all levels.
San Francisco should develop a mechanism to prioritize the
re-permitting of medical cannabis business operators who : s I -
11 P g P . The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who
were shut down by the federal government or lost their . . . .
o . e were in good standing with the City but were forced to close due to
original permit due to sale of building and loss of lease. . .
Yes federal intervention/enforcement.
San Francisco should align regulations for adult use cannabis .
12 |retail signage on store fronts with regulations for other retail Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the
businesses. Yes Planning Code changes.
MCD and Adult
; Medical cannabis dispensaries have more stringent ADA
Use Retail
Zoning requirements to increase access for patients, which may not
Approval 13 be necessary for adult use retailers. Therefore, adult use
Processes cannabis retailers, as distinct from medical use cannabis
retailers, should not be subject to the heightened ADA ) . . . )
requirements that currently apply to MCDs. Retailers would be required to retain medical as a use, therefore, their
Partial ADA requirements remain just as stringent as those of MCDs.
San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current
medical cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use
market. A “transition” would include a medical dispensary
14 adding adult use products or a medical dispensary switching
H " 7
to arT adult use l?usm?ss model. Such grandfathergd The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to
medical cannabis businesses should be exempt from any - -
L L convert to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more
new, more restrictive land use provisions that may be A - - ..
’ - . restrictive clustering provisions, and exempts them from obtaining
applicable to adult use retail businesses.

Yes

Conditional Use Authorization.

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice/Workforce'Development .~

11
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Recommendation

included

Rationale

Successful
Workforce

15

San Francisco should collaborate with San Francisco City
College, San Francisco Unified School District, and other
workforce development organizations and key stakeholders,
to develop new or build upon existing training and
apprenticeship programs as workforce pathways for
individuals to participate in all aspects of the cannabis
industry (i.e. cultivation, laboratory testing, manufacturing,
retail, etc.). These programs should increase opportunities for
individuals to enter the cannabis industry, but also be part of
a broader workforce strategy to increase job opportunities in

NL

San Francisco Workforce does this for other sectors and will lead
initiatives to incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
Once certification and licensing standards for employees are
established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving
industry-recognized credentials.

16

San Francisco should ensure that those with a criminal justice
history are not automatically barred from job opportunities
within the cannabis industry, and that license holders are
incentivized to hire people with a criminal justice history to
the extent possible.

Yes

The legislation does not contemplate stricter eligibility requirements -
than the state, notably around conviction history review. The '
legislation directs the Office of Cannabis to make every effort to
coordinate conviction history review with the state so both local and
state eligibility is defined at the beginning of the permitting process.
Also, by implementing First Source standards, businesses will have
direct access to a pipeline of qualified but oftentimes disadvantaged
candidates that include people whom have interacted with the criminal
justice system.

17

San Francisco should create incentives (rather than
mandates) for cannabis businesses to hire local residents and
individuals from communities affected by mass incarceration.
The City should also create hiring preference policies for
residents who have moved out of the City due to the high
cost of living.

Yes

The legislation contemplates requiring participation in the First Source
Hiring Program for all permanent permit holders, meaning businesses
would post any new entr\)-level positions with San Francisco’s
workforce system before posting those positions publicly (i.e. their
website, linked in, craigslist, monster, etc.}. As a good faith effort (as
opposed to a mandate) First Source ensures that participating
businesses consider qualified San Francisco residents whom have
sought out workforce services before they begin recruiting for
candidates through more traditional hiring practices that may lead to
under representation by low-income or disadvantaged San
Franciscans. First source has proven to be a valuable tool for local
businesses in gaining access to a screened pool of qualified candidates
for entry-level positions.

18

San Francisco should lower financial barriers to enter the
cannabis industry by collaborating with workforce
development organizations to provide high quality, free or
low-cost cannabis workforce trainings, which should include

both online and in-person modalities.

Yes

As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other
sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.

12
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# |Recommendation . Included |Rationale
The cannabis industry is a dynamic field, and as such, San
Francisco should collaborate with workforce development
19 organizations to provide continuing education to maintain a
well-trained, competent workforce and assure
patient/consumer safety as new technologies and products As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other
emerge. Yes sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
While persons under the age of 21 are not eligible to be employed by a
commercial cannabis businesses, the San Francisco workforce system
. includes a Provider exclusively dedicated to formerly incarcerated
San Francisco should create job opportunities and participants and their unique hiring needs. In addition both our Adult
mechanisms to educate, train, and hire formerly incarcerated and Young Adult programs see a disproportionate number of
20 |persons, transitional age youth (age 18-21), and young adults participants with criminal backgrounds. These tend to be the people
(age 21-26). The City’s current process for hiring formerly that access workforce services because of the level of difficulty they
incarcerated persons could serve as a model. face when trying to find employment. The workforce system is
designed to offer education and training pathways for. its participants
to qualify for demand occupations. First Source is a proven model for
increasing access to job opportunities by participants in-the workforce
Partial system
San Francisco should w ith key stakeholders to develo . - .
an'usc . or.k w Y L N P TThe workforce system hosts job fairs regularly and can easily
mechanisms to publicize job opportunities and draw diverse . . " , .
21 . . . ) incorporate cannabis employers and opportunities. OEWD’s business
candidates to the cannabis workforce, such as job fairs, . . - -
ublic education cam ai ns. or other oibelines services team can support communications strategies to increase
P palgns, PP ) NL awareness of the opportunities the industry creates.
San Francisco should ensure that existing workforce policies . : .
nc'ss y e poticle Operators will be required to comply with all local and state safety,
and protections for wage and benefit rights are extended to - - o -
22 o ] wage and labor ordinances. Revisions to the legislation will
the cannabis industry workforce, such as connecting worker . . . - . .
Hiahts protections to the permitting process contemplate including a detailed description of how the applicant will
gMtsp P gp ’ Yes meet all state and local laws related to worker rights and protections.
. This could likely align with the City's existing health care sector
Post-legalization, there will be a need for lab technicians with .. Y g. - y L &
R i ; X trainings. Once certification and licensing standards for employees are
23 [the capacity for testing cannabis products, and San Francisco . - .
) s - established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving
should invest in this capability. : . . .
NL industry-recognized credentials.

13
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Recommendation

Included

Rationale

Entrepreneurs
hip
Opportunities

24

San Francisco should engage workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, community
members, and other key stakeholders to develop strategies
to reduce economic barriers for people of color, women, and
formerly incarcerated persons to enter the cannabis industry
as entrepreneurs. Strategies could include:

The legislation pending before the Board of Supervisors proposes that
no applications for permanent commercial cannabis activity be made
available until an Equity Program has been established. This program is
intended to encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry;
and it will be developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due
to the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017.

The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human
Rights Commission and the Controller’s Office. The report will present
available data on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race,
income, economic status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender
identity, and HIV/AIDS status. It will also include recommendations
regarding policy options that could (A) foster equitable access to
participation in the industry, including promotion of ownership and
stable employment opportunities in the industry (B) invest City tax
revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that have
historically been disenfranchised, {C) mitigate the adverse effects of
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted
those communities , and (D) prioritize individuals who have been
previously arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses.

a) Consider a prioritized permitting process to help operators
reduce initial start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while
undergoing permitting process) :

Partial

The legislation does not currently contemplate reallocation of existing
funding for the purpose of subsidizing rent. However, the legislation
contemplates giving priority processing to Equity Applicants, a category
to be defined by the City this fall. Additional policies to support equity
operators will be further defined during the development of the
proposed Equity Program.

b) Creation of grants or other funding opportunities to assist
people of color, women, and formerly incarcerated persons
in achieving business ownership

No

This legislation does not currently contemplate the reallocation of
existing funding to assist people of color, women, and formerly
incarcerted persons from achieving ownership, however, this will be
one area the City will seek to address through the creation of an Equity
Program this fall.

c) Equity licensing

Yes

This legislation contemplates only allowing eligible candidates access
to applications for a permanent permit to operate once an Equity
Program is established. At the time applications are opened, it is
proposed that equity applicants receive priority review for permit

processing.

14
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Recommendation

Included

Rationale

' d) Subsidized permitting and licensing fees

The Equity Program contemplated includes priority permit processing
and technical assistance to applicants who meet Equity Criteria.
Subsidized permitting and licensing fees will be contemplated during
the development of the Equity Program and may be reviewed when
the permit and license fee legislation is before the Board of Supervisors

Partial this fall.
e) Use of existing small business support structures and The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will do a survey of
programs as models, such as the Mission Economic all of small business support structures and programs, and this survey
Development Agency (MEDA), Minority-owned Business should be able to identify which programs cannabis businesses are
Enterprise {MBE), Women-owned Business Enterprise (WBE) eligible for today and where there may be any missing pieces. OEWD
programs, and others. can then work with the City and State to identify potential funding
NL sources for additional programming that may be needed.
Due to federal cannabis prohibition, cannabis business
owners cannot easily access banking services, and therefore,
must operate on a largely cash-only basis. Thus, business
25 [ownership is limited to entrepreneurs with access to capital. While the federal priorities for the Office of Cannabis will reflect -
San Francisco should therefore advocate for a change in advocacy around changes to federal prohibition to align with state and
federal prohibition policy and explore opportunities to use local law, this legislation does specifically speak to policies related to
City funding and/or local credit unions to provide banking NL allowing for city funding for banking services.
Proposition 64
Community
éf;r;\::stment San Francisco should apply for Proposition 64 Community
Reinvestment Grants and collaborate with key stakeholders
to allocate funding to programs that benefit the communities
targeted by the Proposition 64 grant funding. Program
priority areas could include:
¢ the educational system
26 |e childcare subsidies
» services for formerly incarcerated persons and other
communities affected by cannabis prohibition
* housing
¢ job creation
» behavioral health services
* criminal record expungement The City has engaged with the State on all funding opportunities and
will continue to proactively advocate for funding formula and compete
NL for allocations that benefit San Francisco programs and communities. .

15
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Recommendation

Included

Rationale

27

San Francisco should encourage cannabis businesses to invest
in community benefit agreements that allocate resources to
community.

Yes

The legislation proposes requiring a community benefits agreement
from all commercial cannabis businesses, which at a minimum requires
participation in the City's First Source Program. The legislation also
proposes priortizing permit processing based on the following: (1)
Applications from Equity Applicants;

{2) ‘Applications that, if awarded a permit, would contribute to the
continued access to Medicinal Cannabis for individuals who qualify to
use Medicinal Cannabis under California Health & Safety Code Section
11362.5; (3) Applications from Applicants that were operating a
Medical Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate
Use Act prior to September 1, 2016; (4) Applications that demonstrate
a commitment on the part of the Applicant to provide benefits to the
surrounding community, including but not limited to workforce
opportunities and community benefits contributions; and (5}
Applications that, if awarded a permit, would provide for the
continued employment of persons in the Cannabis industry.

Social Justice

28

San Francisco should include cultural competency trainings as
part of the cannabis workforce development strategy.

NL

While the overall workforce strategy is not legislated through these
ordinances, the City can review ways to provide appropriate trainings
to employees. The Office of Cannabis seeks to better understand if
there is/are a specific cultural need(s) that the Task Force seeks to

29

San Francisco should develop pathways, such as an amnesty
program, to encourage existing businesses to transition from
the illicit to legal market.

Yes

address through this recommendation.

The City is facilitating a registration process for existing medicinal
cannabis businesses not currently permitted under Article 33 of the
Health Code. This regisration process allows San Francisco cannabis
businesses to provide the City with information including: Business
Registration Certificate, proof to occupy, location, verifiable date of
operation, etc. IF businesses have this information and they are
conforming to the Planning Code, the business will be subject to an
inspection. If the business passes the inspection and provides the City
with all necessary information, the business will be eligible for a
temporary permit to operate their medical cannabis business. This
temporary permit will authorize them to seek a temporary license from

i6

the state beginning Jan 1. 2018.
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Recommendation
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Rationale

30

San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Department
should collaborate with community policing and diversion
programs to educate businesses ori the transition from the
illicit to legal market.

NL

31

The San Francisco District Attorney and Public Defenders
Offices should work to streamline the record expungement
and resentencing process for individuals with eligible
previous convictions as outlined in the Proposition 64.

NL

Recommendation Sub

S
-Category: Licensing:

Licensing -
Local Industry
Licenses

San Francisco should develop a local adult use cannabis

While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does

not allow for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and

1 {licensing system that aligns and builds upon the State license outdoor agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are
types and structure. not required to apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit
Partial [{although they will be required by the state)
San Francisco should consider creation of new license types,
in addition to the State-defined license types, to .
accommodate the diverse businesses within the adult use
cannabis industry in the City. Any newly created local license
types should be shared with the State and may include the
following:
5 1° New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking
license
» New category: Consumption lounge
e New category: Events (e.g. commercial events and farmers’
markets, etc.) The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing
state license types established by MAUCRSA at this time.
The City should also explore the possibility for one-day event Manufacturing is allowed, and consumption will be allowed at retail
permits. locations, under certain conditions. Special event permits are not
No contemplated in this legislation.
The legislation allows cultivators, manufacturers and distributors the
San Francisco should support opportunities for existing opportunity to conduct medicinal and adult use related activities on
3 businesses to participate.in the cannabis industry by allowing their premises. The legislation requires retailers to either conduct only
for dual {i.e. the ability to sell both non-cannabis & cannabis medical, or adult-use and medical activities on their premises. No
products) licensing opportunities. solely adult-use retail activity is permitted under the proposed
Yes legislation.

17




San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Recommendation

Inclu‘ded

Rationale

In order to provide a consumption space, San Francisco
should consider waiving licensing requirements for smoking
tents at special events where there is no cannabis
distribution.

No

Similar to DPH's approach to onsite consumption at retail locations,
San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right
to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the
City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this
legislation does not contemplate permitting smoking tents at special
avents.

Proposition 64 includes a Type 7 = Manufacture 2 license for
sites that manufacture cannabis products using volatile
solvents. in planning for these uses, San Francisco should use
the Planning Department’s zoning map for volatile
manufacturing and only issue Type 7 = Manufacturer 2
licenses in these permitted areas.

Yes

This legislation proposes zoning volatile solvent manufacturing only in
locations where such activity would be allowed in an analogous use,
such as in PDR-1-G, PBR-1-D, and PDR-2,

Licensing -
Local
Workforce
Licensing

San Francisco should consider workforce licensing
requirements that create uniform standards across
businesses. The City should work with relevant stakeholders
to identify appropriate training requirements that achieve a
balance between creating minimum standards that do not
also create a barrier to entering the industry. The City should
consider various job training formats (e.g. on-the-job training,
apprenticeship certification, continuing education, shadow

|programs-at dispensaries, etc.) and leverage existing

programs to develop and implement adult use cannabis
workforce education and training. The following entities
could be involved in this effort;

o Office of Small Business

» City College of San Francisco and other community colleges
¢ San Francisco Unified School District

e Charter or private schools

* Unions

o Oaksterdam University

* Patient Focused Certification Program — Americans for Safe
Access

NL

Professional licenses are generally implemented at the state level, and
because this is statewide activity, the City believes this should remain a
state responsibility. With that said, the creation of standardized licensing
requirements for workforce would allow individuals to train for clearly
identified skills that meet the needs of the employer making them more
successful at gaining employment. It is important that these standards be
universal across geographies, ensuring that the worker has a broad market
place for their skills and allowing them to find the best fit for themselves.
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development and their workforce
providers ensure that all trainings they provide give participants the skills
they need for licensure {for example guard cards for security guards).

The Office of Economic and Workforce Development as well as the Office of
Cannabis can plan to participate in discussions for license establishment at
the state level to ensure that such standards meet the needs of both our
workforce and businesses. The City can then implement such standards
within OEWD/partner trainings to ensure that the workforce participants
are able to get the licenses needed to move into the workforce.

18
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Inciuded

Rationale

Licensing - Non+
Profit Licenses

San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and
make non-profit licenses available for cannabis organizations
that provide compassion programs and supportive services.

Partial

While the City is not creating non-profit specific permits for 2018 (as
defined by MAUCRSA) the City is contemplating an allowance for
compassion programs, with certain restrictions, so that low income
patients are able to continue to access medical cannabis at reduced
cost. A report to that effect will be released by the Office of Cannabis
in consultation with the Department of Public Health, and Controller’s
Office on November 1, 2017. )

Deliveries

San Francisco should consider a local license that would allow
for adult use mobile delivery/retail services without the brick
and mortar retail requirement. Adult use cannabis retailers
that possess a delivery-only license should have a hub, or
centralized location, to process orders. In-home cannabis
businesses could have impacts on residential neighborhoods,
so these hubs should be in non-residential or live/work
commercial zoning locations.

Yes

The legislation proposes permits for nonstorefront retail delivery.
Zoning for this activity will mirror zoning requirements for distribution
activity. :

Delivery drivers will need proof of authority to fill delivery
orders. The driver should possess an order manifest that
includes patient name, order date, delivery date, business
name, items ordered, and order time. However, delivery
address should not be included, as inclusion of this
information may pose a safety risk to consumers.

Partial

Delivery drivers will be required to carry a manifest for each order. It is
contemplated that the manifest will include: 1) Permit name and
number, 2) Name of purchaser and date of birth, 3) date and time
order was placed, 4) a description of the product ordered and amount,
and 5) delivery address. These requirements have been contemplated
in order to meet state regulations related to delivery. To-date,
MAUCRSA requires delviery personnel to carry a physical copy of the ~
delivery request requires the delivery personnel to make it available
upon request of the licensing authority and law enforcement officers,
however, the City expects that mandatory manifest information will be
further clarified in the State's emergency regulations. To discourage
"mobile delivery" the City is requiring each order have a specific
destination prior to departure from the nonstorefront retail delivery
location. )

10

San Francisco should allow permitted medical cannabis
dispensaries that currently operate delivery services to

-lcontinue to provide deliveries.

Yes

The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to meet
certain application requirements and operating standards to be eligible
to deliver. If the retailer meets these requirements they may continue
to deliver cannabis.

11

Delivery drivers should receive appropriate training to
minimize potential safety risks.

Yes

The legislation proposes requiring ali retail permit holders to seek
authorization to deliver, and as a part of their applications,
retail/delivery will be required to sign a statement affirming that they
will provide training to all employees concerning the laws governing
sales and delivery, and to attend that the operator will take steps to
ensure the personal safety of their employees.
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#_|Recommendation Included |Rationale
MCDs and ) ‘
Adult Use 12 San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in o o . o . .
Market both the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. The legislation proposes requiring all retailers to maintain their medical
Yes use while allowing them to add adult use to their location.
Particioati g ' :
articipation The licensing process for medical cannabis dispensaries As proposed, MCDs would be permitted as of right in all commercial

13 [should not be more restrictive than that for adult use retail zoning districts, but require a Mandatory DR or CU, depending on the
licensees. Yes district, in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.

The legislation states: in reviewing applications for Cannabis Business

permits, the Director shall give priority to:

(1) Applications from Equity Applicants;

(2) Applications from Applicants that were operating a Medical
San Francisco should consider creating a licensing priority for Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate Use Act
current medical cannabis dispensary operators in operation prior to September 1, 2016;

14 |as of, or prior to, September 1, 2016, to apply for adult use (3) Applications that demonstrate a commitment on the part of the
cannabis licenses. This aligns with Proposition 64’5 existing Applicant to provide benefits to the surrounding community, including
licensing priority provision. but not limited to workforce opportunities and community benefits

contributions; and
(4} Applications submitted by all other Applicants.
Yes
Recommendation Sub-Category: Taxation and Revenue .. - S
. |Taxation
The Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05 on November 9, 2016, that
. . . directed his Budget Director to consult with the Controller, Treasurer
Proposition 64 establishes State adult use cannabis taxes. To .
, - . and Tax Collector, and other stakeholders to propose taxation and
complement the State’s taxation system, San Francisco e . R .
S - . permitting fees related to the production and distribution of cannabis
should consider establishing local cannabis taxes to generate . .
15 . o products. He also asked staff to consult with other American
revenue that may be allocated to local cannabis legalization e . . .
S jurisdictions that allow for non-medical cannabis use to survey their
priorities not already funded through state taxes or other ) . ;
. . taxation and fee methods, to incorporate lessons learned. This
funding mechanisms. . . . . :
cannabis tax working group will make recommendations for a local
ballot measure to tax commercial cannabis activity. These
NL conversations have just begun.
If San Francisco decides to implement local adult use
cannabis taxes, the City should consider up to a 1% excise tax
16 or gross receipt tax. The State will impose a 15% excise tax on
annabis. , the local excise tax sh . e : .
adult use cannabis. Therefore ocal excls _X ould not While a specific percentage has not been settled on, the City sesks to
exceed 1%, to prevent consumers from purchasing from the . .
o " . ensure a rate that does not shift businesses and consumers back to the
illicit market due to taxes that are perceived to be too high. NL illicit market
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# _|Recommendation Included _|Rationale
Given that the cannabis industry currently operates prlmarlly
17 on a cash-only basis, San Francisco’s Office of the Treasurer
should create a mechanism to collect local adult use cannabis The Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector is experienced in
taxes. NL receiving and handling cash.
Revenue
Allocation )
Priorities San Francisco should consider allocating some potential State
and local adult use cannabis tax revenue towards the City’s
local regulatory, policy, and programmatic goals with respect
to cannabis legalization. Allocation priorities include, but are
not limited to: '
18 | Workforce development
* Entrepreneurial opportunity fund While not legislated, the Equity Report requested by the Board of
* Education for students and youth Supeyvisors will contain some recommendations related to the
* Education and training for formerly incarcerated persons possible investment of City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for
* Community-identified priorities (e.g. community benefit communities that have historically been disenfranchised. The Office of
agreements) Cannahis, Human Rights Commission and Controller will contemplate
this recommendation when drafting the report and requisite
NL recommendations.
Data Collection .
.San Francisco should use an evi.dencc.a-.based app'roac’h to Data collection is not cdrrently contemplated in this legislation,
m'form future adult use cannabls po“‘:'e_s and. legislation. The however, the Office of Cannabis is working to define methods of data
19 |City shoyld engage k.ey ;takeholders tf’ identify and col!ect collection and scope, and will incorporate this collection plan into their
. appr?pr{ate data points to assess the impact of cannabis 2018 work plan. The Office will seek to use data to inform future policy
legalization. NL recommendations for the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.
Recommendation:Sub-Category: Agency Oversight = o : s S i e e L » CL
Local In developing an appropriate local regulatory and regulatory
Regulatory and oversight structure for adult use cannabis, San Francisco
Regulatory should consider the following characteristics to ensure
Oversight success for the entities responsible for regulation:
Structure : _F:iens]:%nswe The role of the Office of Cannabis is to implement the regulatory and
20, Accountable permitting policies crafted by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors, and
» Strong leadership to track and analyze data to inform future policymaking related to
« Transparent cannabis activity. This legislation provides a transparent structure that
« Promote certainty in process allows for appeals of Director decisions to a third party hearing officer
* Muiti-agency collaborative model and then to the Board of Appeals for instances such permit issuance,
Yes suspension and revocation of permits.
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# |Recommendation Included |Rationale -
San Francisco should consider new and/or existing regulatory
and regulatory oversight structures for adult use cannabis
regulation. Options would include the following:
* Option 1: Standalone agency with its own staff and
27 commission -
¢ Option 2: Standalone agency with'its own staff, no
commission
¢ Option 3: Part of an existing agency or agencies in the summer of 2017, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor
Note: Task Force further developed this recommendation in established an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City
Year Il - please see "Other" tab for more information. » Administrator. This office is authorized to have three positions
NL including the Director.
Local Agenc :
& . Y San Francisco should anticipate that numerous City agencies
Collaboration A . . . . .
will have a role in adult use cannabis regulation. City agencies
that may play a role in adult use cannabis regulation include,
but are not limited to the: Department of Public Heaith,
22 |Police Department, Planning Department, Fire Department,
Tax C or’s Office, rt ilding 1 tion, San : A " .
X ?llect . ice, Depa me'nt of Buil x‘ng nspection, Sa In the legislation, these departments are called "referring
Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, and " e .
. . departments” and each department maintairs existing permitting and
Department of Public Works. The cannabis regulatory role of . . . - '
o inspecting responsibilities (except for the proposed sunsetting of DPH's
each agency should be distinct and not overlap. . . .
Yes final permitting role under Article 33)
Track and Tra Each operater will be required to comply with track and trace. The Cit
ce Proposition 64 establishes a State-level track and trace P W 'qul R ° Pl ¥
o . . has engaged the CDFA in their development of the system to request
monitoring system to track cannabis from seed to sale. This SR .
23 . ot . , o participation in the user outreach and development. The goal is to
State system is sufficient for local cannabis tracking within . . .
X make this a useful tool for not just the state, but also appropriate
San Francisco. . .
Yes agencies in San Francisco.
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# |[Recommendation

Recommendation SCatgory Technical .-

Include [Rationale

Non-Retail
Licensing

Elements -
General

San Francisco should make local permits for non-retail businesses
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and

though State permit 3 or permit 5.

microbusinesses. San Francisco should not license large cultivation

Partial

San Francisco is proposing to make indoor cultivation permits available for
operations with up to 22,000 square feet of canopy. The legislaton also
proposes to allow for volatile and non-volatile manufacturing, distribution,
microbusiness, and testing. The leigslation does not not propose a nursery
permit due to the little information provided by the state related to this
activity, however, it may contemplate this permit in the future, and after the
state issues emergency regulations associated with this business activty.

In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local
license types should be created:

» New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for
delivery with no walkin retail)

* New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license
¢ New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym)

* New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events,
and Farmers Market examples

The above licenses would not include retail activity, except in the
case of microbusinesses.

*Note: Manufacturing 6B, consumption lounge and events with

retail activity to be addressed later under retail licensing topic area.

Partial

While the legislation contemplates nonstorefront retail delivery and )
manufacturing permits, it does not contemplate a stand-alone baking permit,
nor does it contemplate permits for standalone consumption lounges and
special events. Much of this has to do with concerns related to environmental
health, as well as state restrictions on where cannabis may be consumed.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Consumption loun‘ges and temporary events should be allowed in
San Francisco. The City should ook into whether a license is
necessary in these cases.

Partial

The proposed legislation does not allow for temporary events. it does allow

San Francisco should issue standalone permits for non-retail
businesses; meaning no previous affiliation with medical cannabis
dispensaries would be required as part of the licensing process.

Yes

for consumption spaces/lounges at permitted cannabis retail locations.

We are not requiring proof of being affiliated with an existing MCD as an
eligibility requirement for non-retail and delivery permit applicants.

The non-retail permitting process in San Francisco should be
streamlined and efficient.

Yes

The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts
DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application
process with an eye towards streamlining and for the development of the
final application system.

In the non-retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation
should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting
processing recommendations.

Yes

The legislation contemplates giving retailers who were operating in good
standing post 1996 and were forced to close due to federal internvention
access to applications in phase {/2018.

San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local
permits in a timely manner.

NL

While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our -
state counterparts on all processes related to.local permit and state licensing
approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review.

Security and Federal Government: Local Licensing agencies should
do everything within their legal power to prevent disclosure of
sensitive business and personal information to federal agencies. To
reduce the risk of theft, local licensing agencies should keep non-
retail facility physical addresses discreet, with mailing addresses as
an appropriate way of providing information.

NL

The City intends to protect information related to operations of San Francisco
based operators in good standing from federal enforcement to the extend

allowed by law.
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# |Recommendation Include |Rationale
Non-Reatil
Licening : .
Elements - Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the
Licensing desired requirements for
Requiremen non-retail cannabis businesses. As such, the requirements for non-
ts retail licensing should
8 |align with these local and State laws and regulations, including:
» Board of Equalization (BOE) Sellers permit requirements
« Articles of Incorporation Local operating standards for all cannabis businesses, including non-retail,
o Labor laws will require applicants to share with the City all information they share with
* Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards the state for a state license. The Office of Cannabis will also use the operating
standards defined by the state through emergency regulation as the City's
Yes [baseline operating standards.
Non-retail license applicants should be required to provide the
following supporting
documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing
process, depending on
the nature of the of the activity:
» Hazardous materials and waste storage plan
9 |e State nursery program inspection
« Building inspections from the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI)
* Fire Department documentation
* Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best
practices -
s Security plans All of these recommendations are encompassed in the proposed application
requirements except the "State nursery inspection program” suggestion. The
. Yes |legislation does not propose a nursery permit.
An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing
agent should be required for non-retail license renewal. The .
10 |inspection and document review should ensure compliance with Operators will be required to havean annual inspection, and they will also be
State and local regulations and good standing with the Board of required to update all information on file in their application prior to
Equalization (BOE). Yes |renewing the permit to operate.
11 San Francisco should issue local non-retail licenses to the operator, Permits will be issued to the permittee. Permits for cannabis activity are tied
and take steps to ensure that licenses are portable. Partial |to a permittee, location, and ownership structure (to an extent).
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# |Recommendation Include |Rationale
Dual
Medical and -
Adult 12 San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and
Cannabis adult use permitting for non-retail businesses. For all non-retail permits, we did not include a distinction for adult-use vs.
Licensing Yes |medical use. :
Personal 13 Personal, noncommercial cultivation should not require a license in
Cultivation San Francisco. Yes |[These ordinances do not create personal cultivation permits.
Recommendation Sub-Catégory: Social Justice - " T T e S e b L e e B
Strategies applications for permanent commercial cannabis activity be made available
until an Equity Program has been established. This program is intended to
encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry; and it will be
developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due to the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017.
. . . The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human Rights
San Francisco should engage community members in the target .. , . . .
. . Commission and the Controller’s Office. The report will present available data
populations (people of color, women, transitional-age youth ages 21-] e . - .
24 and i tod ) o devel ¢ on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, income, economic
14177 an. c?rmery mcarc?ra €d persons ,_wo’r orce developmen status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, and HIV/AIDS
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key . . . X ] .
) ) ) status. It will also include recommendations regarding policy options that
stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to : T . - )
o could (A) foster equitable access to participation in the industry, including
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs. . . e .
promotion of ownership and stable employment opportunities in the industry
(B} invest City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that
have historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects of
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted those
communities , and (D) prioritize individuals who have been previously
arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses.
Yes
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

15

San Francisco should prioritize the following strategies for
development:

a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target
populations reduce initial

start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while undergoing permitting
process). Existing businesses should be prioritized first, followed by
operators in the target population. If the cannabis regulatory agency
places a cap on the number of licenses, this prioritization model
should be revisited.

b} An equity licensing program, which would include:

¢ Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist
people of color,

women, and formerly incarcerated persons in achieving business
ownership (funded

by cannabis taxes)

¢ Subsidized permitting and license fees

¢ Access to small business support programs and incubator services,
such as the

LW H INACDNAY CAODE DAL H

PN .

Partial

a) The proposed legislation prioritizes Equity applicants and then existing
businesses, notably those who have been in operation prior to September 1,
2016. This is to allow Equity applicants to keep pace with the evolution of the
industry. Naturally, existing businesses are established and may have more
capacity to evolve at a pace that Equity applicants may not, and that is one
reason why Equity applicants were prioritized first. b) Funding opportunities,
subsidized fees and access to additional services may all be contemplated in
the creation of the program. The only component contemplated in this
legislation, other than the priority review and processing, is technical
assistance. Additional strategies may be contemplated during the
development of the Equity Program.
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Recommendation

Include |

San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and

Rationale

16 |process for businesses to acquire non-retail licenses, and existing Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are
businesses should be allowed to operate for a period of one year Yes |eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018.
San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies’ non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San
17 Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors
should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California Non-cooperation is not specifically called out in this legislation, and the 2017
State law enforcement non- cooperat]on with federal law legislative session has concluded. During the session, AB 1578 was ordered
enforcement authorities. No |inactive.
Stakeholders The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned
social justice-focused
efforts:
* Neighborhood associations
¢ Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other
local business
18 |associations
» City College of San Francisco
¢ Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs, )
including formerly The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social
e Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way
« Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) NL |precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. -
Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement : : B T L LN e e T
Strategies '
Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process.
San Francisco should develop cannabis non-retail business operating The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and
standards to form part of the non-retail business permitting process. commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the
These standards should ensure that cannabis businesses are “good name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations
19 neighbors” to the communities in which they are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with
'standards'shou!'d be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (i) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk
in a non-discretionary mann.er {e.g., stzfmdard set of rules and and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii)
consequences, such as citations or notices of violation if rules are Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the
broken). Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation + permit
suspension and recovation {+ appeals pathways) are contemplated in the
Yes |legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these.
Cannabis non-retail businesses, when located within 300 feet of a
Residential or Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, must
20 |conduct a pre-application meeting as part of the licensing process While this is not contemplated in the legislation, the Office of Cannabis is
and notify all residents within 300 feet. The licensing entity would considering amendments to iricorporate more community outreach as part of
oversee this process. No Ithe application process.
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The Office of Cannabis has a website and Will seek to Use It as a platform to
. . . disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full
The regulatory agen(?y or a'genues over.seemg the cannabis |.ndustry transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The
21 should make can.nab|s business reg'ullat‘lons clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for
the gen'eral public so that the public is informed and aware of the comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members
regulations. of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for
’ Yes [their use.
As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, we are not aware of a
model for CA cannabis regulatory compliance training, similar to LEAD. With
All employees of non-retail cannabis businesses should receive that said, the Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencies
22 |regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to and other stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure
California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. appropriate training occurs so that employers and employees understand
best practices related to responsible service of cannabis and cannabis
NL |products.
23 For the sake of public saf.ety, non-retail businesses Sh.OUId notaim to Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the Planning
" |draw unnecessary attention to themselves through signage.
Yes |Code changes.
Stakeholders The following entities are stakeholders in the City’s community
engagement efforts for
non-retail:
* Businesses
¢ Residents
 San Francisco Department of Public Health
2 * San Francisco Police Department
* San Francisco Fire Department
¢ San Francisco Unified School District
» Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) The City, through the Office of Cannabis, has been engaging many of these
« Office of Small Business stakeholders to assist with the development of: registration inspection
« Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential standards, components of the local regulatory structure, and policy options
overarching cannabis . |to address the future needs of San Francisco with the implementation of
regulatory ageney NL |commercial cannabis activity in 2018,
Tourismand | |San Francisco should create a certification program for non-retail '
Hospitality tour companies in alignment with existing tour bus regulations.
Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be established
25 for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to mitigate
traffic congestion, safety concerns, noise, odors, and waste as a The legislation contemplates allowing for tours of certain facilities in 2019,
result of tours. Regulations should also set an upper limit on the - but only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as
number of visitors and tour frequency in order to maintain the non- those outlined here: mitigating neighborhood impacts, address potential
retail nature of the facility. Partial [congestion and parking impacts, etc.
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Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should
26 be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the
tour. NL |See above.
27 Tour companies should be required to designate a community
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries. NL |See above.
_ The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from afl operators, and requires
Youth Non-retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and trash to be contained and disposed of purusant to garbage and recycling
_|Access and 28 disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth. receptable guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include locking
Exposure Yes |receptacles.

5 S

Recommendation Sub-Category: Cross-Cutting - Technical.and. Community Engageme

nt:

Land Use
Types

San Francisco should allow sales of cannabis products as an
accessory use (i.e. where the selling of cannabis is not the location’s
primary use), develop regulations to specify how cannabis products
should be separated from non-cannabis products and how
accessory levels of cannabis product should be defined, and develop
mechanisms to enforce these regulations. Options for regulating the
sale of cannabis as an accessory use could include:

a. Limiting the type of cannabis products sold to pre-packaged
cannabis products only '

b. Restricting cannabis products to an area of a business where
minors are prohibited

c. Enclosing cannabis products in a locked box that an employee
would unlock upon request

Partial

While the Planning Code legislation allows for accessory use, it defers that
option to the creation of an Accessory Use permit from the Office of
Cannabis. This permit type is not being offered at this time, however, once
the City better understands state regulations associated to accessory use
activity, we will begin to have more focused conversations related to
accessory use - policies to regulatg, inappropriate vs. appropriate accessory
use locations, etc - in an effort to create a pathway for the thoughtful
implementation and regulation of accessory use retail in the future.
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Land Use :
Landscape To create a desired mix of businesses and limit displacement of
other land use types (e.g., other businesses and housing), San
Francisco should: '
a. Expand locations where new cannabis busjnesses could operate
to include all zoning a. We allow Cannabis Retail in all zoning districts that allow commercial
districts where their conventional equivalents are allowed to activity, except for NC-1 zoning Districts. Only retail operations with a
operate. microbusiness licenses can operate.in PDR districts.
b. Establish a buffering distance between primary cannabis retail b. the ordinance established a 300" buffer around cannabis businesses.
businesses. ¢. In most commercial districts cannabis retail will be allowed as-of-right, the
c. Allow cannabis business that are in compliance with requirements notable exception being NC Districts. For non-retail, most of the cannabis
“as of right” in activities are allowed as of right.
specifically zoned areas. d. In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCRs are subject to
d. Add cannabis retailers to the formula retail list. Formula Retail controls.
Yes

Cannabis businesses should be subject to review by an appropriate Businesses will be subject to review by multiple referring agencies to
agency to determine the determine conditions of their permits. These agencies include DPH, SFFD,
conditions the business would need to comply with. Yes |SFPD, and OOC.
San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path of ‘ _
travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to parcel The legislation proposes to continue to use straight-line measurement; other
measurement. “Path of travel” is defined as the shortest legal methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty and
distance travelled on foot from the doorway of the business. No [controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike.
SdIT ITdTICISCU STTOUIT TEUULE TTE UNDLATICE TTEW LAITTIdUTS TETTHETS TATT
operate in proximity to sensitive uses to 500 feet. Existing MCDs in
good standing would be grandfathered, and not be subject to new
distance requirements when applying for adult use licenses.
Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on a distance of
500 feet from sensitive uses. Discussion points and concerns related
to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows:
* A distance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco’s
current distance
requirements for tobacco.
* Some Task Force members expressed concerns that distances less
than the State standard
of 600 feet would be contrary to public opinion, and cannabis
retailers may be more
susceptl.ble Fo federal raids, business closures, and mandatory The required minimum distance would be 600’, which is 400’ less than
sentencing, i.e. harsher . . e

. e presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some
sentencing for sale of cannabis within school zones. - . . . -
« Some Task Force members supported a distance less than 500 ' sensitive uses. As proposed, existing operating MCDs' locations are

Partial |grandfathered.
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San Francisco should protect cannabis retailers and other license
holders in good standing from the impacts of future sensitive uses
6 [that may locate nearby. This means that if a new sensitive use opens
within the defined radius of an existing cannabis business, the
existing cannabis business should be allowed to continue operation. Yes |Existing laws cover this already.

Businesses that sell cannabis as an accessory use should undergo a
different land use approval process as compared to non-accessory

This is not contemplated.in the legislation at this time, however, it will be
addressed legislatively at the time if/when accessory use permits are made

uses. NL |available.
The proposed ordinance includes a provision that allows existing MCDs to
convert to Cannabis Retail without CU authorization, or being subject to the
new location restrictions. Existing non-retail businesses should not need to

g |EXisting cannabis businesses should undergo a less restrictive land receive new land use entitlements as long as they already have them. Those
use approval process as compared to new businesses. non-retail businesses that operated without the benefit of a permit will have

to establish the use at the site, which-may require a change of use application
or CU authorization.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical i E
Land Use
Types
San Francisco should establish a cannabis ‘restaurant/food’ license,
with guidelines to prevent
cross contamination, Examples of possible guidelines:
a. Restaurant Infusions Onsite: Required Patron Notification of a) Not clear that this activity is currently allowed - the state current prohibits
cannabis products, Chef-prepared onsite for retail sale the manufacture of any product considered a potentially hazardous food.

9 |b. Bakery Prepared onsite retail & wholesale sales Edible cannabis is also not allowed to provide more than 10 milligrams of THC
c. Commercial Kitchen to permit infusions (e.g., baking with non- per serving and distribution must be uniform. Finally product mut be labeled
volatile substances) and packaged in final form before sale. b) & ¢ ) Same as above. If the final
d. Accessory Use Permit: Existing small business seeking to add retail product needs time temperature controls to maintain it's quality and safety
cannabis products, specific Land Use approval not required, then it is not eligible for development and consumption. e) The City believes
assuming zoning is appropriate. the state needs to provide more guidance re: accessory use, and then further

conversations need to occur related to appropriate location and controls for
No |this type of activity before permiting this activity. ]
The legislation contemplates allowing for retailers to have consumption
lounges on their premises with DPH approval. The existing 8 onsite
. . . . consumption lounges for smoking/vaping would be eligible to remain if the

10 san Franm.sco should consider a land use designation for retailer maintains their medical activity and does not add adult-use activity to

consumption lounge. their permit. Adult-use and medical consumption that is non-smoking/non-
vaping could be allowed on the premises of permitted retail locations subject
Partial [to certain conditions applied by DPH.
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# |Recommendation Include |Rationale
In determining the proper distribution of.car!nabis businesses across While this ordinance was drafted to allow a more even distribution of retail
11 |the City, the main goal is ensuring even distribution and access cannabis businesses across the City, San Francisco's industrial lands are
Land Use throughout the city. ' clustered on the eastern side of the city; therefore most non-retail businesses
Landscape Yes |is proposed to be located on the eastern side of the City.
San Francisco should allow existing permitted medical cannabis
Zoning businesses and cannabis businesses that have been closed {as long The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in
Application 12 as they closed in good standing) to have priority consideration in the good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal
Standards adult use approval process. Yes |intervention/enforcement.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement “... e ST e - i S R :
Application c ] b  th o . "NL" because this recommenaation is unclear in the context of today. This
Process ommunity engage.ment.must ea r:>a.rt of the application rewew' ordinance does not contemplate any new public engagement requirements at
13 [process for ca.m!'aabls businesses. Policies refated to how community this time, however, this may be addressed through future amendments of the
engagement is implemented are the charge of the oversight body. NL |ordinances.
There Shofﬂd be a clear af)pllcatu')n anda ck.ear process'based on The Office of Cannabis seeks to create a clear and transparent application
best practices for cannabis permits and/or licenses. This means that R . R .
14 : . o process. Planning pre-applicaton requirements would apply to all MCDs in NC
there should be a community engagement process as a minimum districts, and the Office of Cannabis is contemplati d ts that Id
. 2 plating amedments that wou
standard for both medical and adult use. s ) . ; .
Partial |increase community engagement prior to permit approval and issuance.
The zoning application process for cannabis businesses should The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for
15 require documentation of community engagement activities and cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are
maximize opportunities for community engagement early on in the being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future
process that are as inclusive as possible. No |amendments.
Different thresholds and expectations should be established for the
level of community engagement and review process required for The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for
16 {different types of land uses, e.g., a stand-alone cannabis retail store cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are
may require. more community engagement than a grow house being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future
without a public-facing component. No |amendments. ’ _
| The Tegislation contemplates application requirements and operating
The application criteria and standards should be applied consistently standards that will be required of every operator, and then additional
17 |across businesses and should include mechanisms to ensure standards based on activity type, to ensure thorough and thoughful
accountability and include a high level of transparency. regulation of all activities. All criteria and standards will be made public. The
' Yes |legislation proposes inspections to ensure accountability.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Retail
Licensing
Elements

San Francisco should make local permits for retail businesses
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and
microbusinesses.

Partial

While the proposed legisiation offers many types of permits, it does not allow
for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and outdoor
agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are not required to
apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit (although they will be required
by the state)

In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local
license types should be

created:

¢ New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license
¢ New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for
delivery with no walk-in retail)

» New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product
{entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym)

» New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events,
and Farmers Market examples

No

The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing state
license types established by MAUCRSA. This legislation does not propose a
stand-alone consumption permit, does not allow for temporary event
permits, and does not contemplate a virtual dispensary at this time (public
access to nonstorefront retail is not allowed under this proposal).

The retail permitting process in San Francisco should be streamlined
and efficient.

Yes

The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts
DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application
process with an eye towards streamlining and application platform
development.

In the retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good
standing or those who have been displaéed as a result of federal
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation
should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting
processing recommendations.

Yes

The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in
good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal
intervention/enforcement.

San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local
permits in a timely manner.

Yes

While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our
state counterparts on all processes related to local permit and state licensing
approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review.

San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative fihdings for the
Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to use when
reviewing adult use retail applications.

Yes

Specifically, the following text is included: “With respect to any application for
the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in addition to the criteria set
forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the
geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the
balance of other goods and services available within the general proximity of
the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure
to cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed
measures to counterbalance any such increase.”
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of adult
use cannabis retailers.

Strategies may include:

¢ Use of “buffer zones” around ather adult use retail locations. The
distance of these

buffer zones should balance both community concerns and business
interests, with

the aim of preventing too high a concentration of retail locations in
a given district

while also encouraging healthy competition.

e Stricter clustering provisions in Neighborhood Commercial
Districts to balance :

neighborhood concerns, and less strict clustering requirements in
other districts, such

as Downtown or Industrial districts.

The legislation proposes cannabis retailers may not locate within 300’ of
another such business. While the minimum clustering distance is the same
throughout the City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the
Commission consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a

. Yes |higher level of scrutiny would apply.
San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail businesses in
existing Formula Retall
8 rules. Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has
eleven or more retail
locations worldwide, it is subject to a more stringent review and Formula retail rules would apply to cannabis retailer and medical cannabis
authorization process. retail permits.
San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current medical
cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use market. A
“transition” would include a medical dispensary adding adult use
9 |products or a medical dispensary switching to an adult use business
model. Such “grandfathered” med.ic;.al cannabis busint.as‘ses should be The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to convert
exempt.from any new, more r?stnc?we land use provisions that may to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more restrictive clustering
be applicable to adult use retall businesses. Yes |provisions, and exempts them from obtaining Conditional Use Authorization.
San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in both :
the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. The licensing
process should include a review of the cannabis retailer’s history The legislation proposes requiring retailers to maintain their medical use, but
10 (e.g. complaints and violations), possible proximity concerns, public allows them to add adult-use to their activity. The licensing process, as
review, traffic study, and a business plan that includes proposed, would allow for a review of the retailer's history, business plan,
traffic/customer flow management. community concerns, etc. as part of the permitting process.
The legislation does not currently contemplate nursery permits, however,
1 San Francisco should not create a separate retail permit for that is something the City can allow for in the future. It wasn't incorporated at
nurseries. the time of drafting due to lack of clarification around proposed state
No |regulations associated to nursery facilities.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Retail
Licensing
Elements -
Licensing
Requiremen
ts

12

San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and
adult use permitting for retail businesses.

Yes

As contemplated, retailers would be required to have both types of activity
on the premises, or they would be allowed to retain only their medical
activity. This was done to ensure we always have a market for medical
cannabis patients.

13

Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the
desired requirements for retail cannabis businesses. As such, the
requirements for retail licensing should align with

these local and State laws and regulations, including:

» Board of Equalization (BOE) Sellers permit requirements

* Articles of Incorporation

* Labor laws

» Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards

Yes

All state regulations will be incorporated into City regulation, and will form
the baseline standard for all cannabis operations in San Francisco. Any
additional regulations put forward by the City will reflect the City's values.

14

Retail license applicants should be required to provide the following
supporting

documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing
process, depending on ’ ‘

the nature of the of the activity:

» Hazardous materials and waste storage plan

® State nursery program inspection

» Building inspections from the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI)

* Fire Department documentation

* Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best
practices

 Security plans

» Weights & Measures

Yes

The legislation contemplates requiring applicants to'submit the following
plants and information with their applications: Waste 5t

15

An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing
agent should be required for retail license renewal. The inspection
and document review should ensure compliance with State and local
regulations and good standing with the Board of Equalization (BOE)
or Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector.

A permit holder will be required to maintain their standing with the state in
order to maintain their local permit. In order for an permit holder to receive
license renewal, the operator will be required to maintain compliance with all
local and state permit conditions, and update their file regularly.

16

San Francisco should issue local retail licenses to the operator fora
particular location.

Yes

36
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: # [Recommendation Include [Rationale
On-Site
Consumptio The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of cannabis or
n cannabis products is prohibited in a location where smoking tobacco is
prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the
right to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. San Francisco’s
San Francisco should allow and create pathways for smoking policymakers have passed local ordinances that include the prohibition of
17 |cannabis in public places that become privatized. These pathways smoking of tobacco or any other weed_or plant products in public areas such
should follow rules similar to alcohol consumption at special events as parks, recreation areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoking
for adults age 21+ and medical card holders age 18+. of tobacco, passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children,
nonsmokers, and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and
the City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore,
this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public places,
except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior smoking-area
designation from the Planning Department.
The San Francisco City Attorney should provide further legal
guidance regarding )
18 [consumption in public-private spaces, i.e., where, when and how it :
could be done in the Further clarification is not being sought by the City at this time except for
City. Partial |clarifying purposes.
, Smoking/vaping consumption is proposed to remain at the existing medical
San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis retail cannabis dispensary onsite smoking locations for medical use only. Those
19 {locations and these locations must maintain their current ventilation systems and incorporate any
locations must include proper ventilation systems. additional standards DPH deems appropriate. Consumption that is non-
. smoking/non-vaping will be allowed at any retailer that receives a sub-permit
Partial [from DPH for consumption related activities.
Per MAUCRSA, consumption must be restricted to areas where people are 21
On-site consumption should include nightclubs, bars, cafes; hotel or older, it may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted
roof-tops; outside spaces area, and tobacco and alcohol are not allowed on the premises. San Francisco
at buildings; music festivals/parks (e.g., Hippie Hill); private has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is
20 club/outdoor garden; adult-one not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the City is committed to
spaces in public parks; temporarily privatizing public spaces through maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this legislation does not
permitted activities. contemplate permitting consumption (including smoking and vaping) in
No [|public places, including at special events.
. . . . Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and
San Francisco’s on-site consumption requirements should not be . . . . .
21 , . X ; regulations governing the on-site consumption permit, These rules and
stricter than those outlined in state cannabis laws. - o - -
. regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the State will
No |provide for in its emergency regulations, to be released in November, 2017.
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# |Recommendation Include [Rationale
Non-Profit San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and make non- The Office of Cannabis, in consultation with the Department of Public Health
Licensing 22 profit license available and the Controller, is in the process of developing a report and
for cannabis organizations that provide compassion programs and recommendations for providing continued access to medical cannabis at an
supportive services. Partial |affordable cost. The report will be released on November 1, 2017.
San Francisco should provide incentives (e.g. tax and licensing
incentives) to cannabis This is not currently contemplated in the legislation, however, this is

23 organizations that provide compassion programs and supportive something that can be reviewed after or upon the creation of a compassion

services. No |program.

Tourism and policies that achieve an

Hospitality appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will issue
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and legal separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite consumption
consumption spaces while preventing undesired exposure for those of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to that effect will be
who prefer limited interaction with the cannabis industry. Strategies forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such spaces for consumption
could include the following: : purposes. A permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area
* Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent unintended designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its
exposure smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that,

24 |» Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail storefront smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis
locations to prevent locations in the City. The legisiation allows for consumption of cannabis at
exposure from the street while complying with existing Planning retail locations that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such
code requirements for consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-age
active'store front uses restricted area. The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible
¢ Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to provide Consumption Fact Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be
tourists with educational ’ created by DPH. Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel
materials and information about safe access and consumption of and the Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain
adult use Security educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible
plans Yes |consumption, etc.

55 |San Francisco should allow cannabis retail locations in San Francisco The legislation contemplates allowing tours of certain facilities in 2019, but
to give tours of their facilities to the public. only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as those

previously outlined by the Task Force: mitigating neighborhood impacts,

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice

Yes

addressing potential congestion and parking impacts, etc.
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Strategies San Francisco should engage community members in the target

populations (people of color and formerly incarcerated persons; and
within these groups prioritize women, transitional-age youth ages
26 |21-24, and LGBTQ people) along with workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key
stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs.

San Francisco should reduce annual permitting fees according to the
percentage employment of target populations (25% off for 25%

employment of target populations, 50% for 50% employment of -
target populations) NL |This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program.

27

SaTl TTariLIoTU STTOUTT PTTOTTUZE UTE lUllU\Nlllg SUrdteges TOT
development:

a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target
populations reduce initial start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while
undergoing permitting process). Existing businesses should be
prioritized first, followed by operators in the target population, and -
previously licensed businesses closed by actions of the Department
of Justice. If the cannabis regulatory agency places a cap on the
number of licenses, this prioitization model should be revisited.

b) An equity licensing program, which would include:

¢ Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist
people of color,

women, and formerly incarcerated persons.in achieving business
ownership (funded

by cannabis taxes)

¢ Subsidized permitting and license fees

¢ Access to small business support programs and incubator services,
such as the

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA), SCORE, Minority-

aazeoel

28

NL {This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program.

San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and
process for businesses to

acquire retail licenses, and existing businesses should be allowed to
29 |operate for a period of

one year while a permit application is in process, including issuing a
city licensing ) Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are
compliance process guide, integrated into the SF business portal. Yes |eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018.
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San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies’ non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San
30 Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors
should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California
State law enforcement non-cooperation with federal law
enforcement authorities. NL |This is not currently contemplated in this legislation. The city intends to
Stakeholders The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned
social justice-focused
efforts: '
* Neighborhood associations
« Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other
31 local l.ou§iness
associations
# City College of San Francisco
* Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs, The City wilt continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
including formerly incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social
* Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way
« Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) NL |precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement - - S o L g e e B ' o
Strategies San Francisco should develop cannabis retail business operating Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
standards to form part of applicants are required to agree to them-as part of the application process.
the retail business permitting process. These standards should The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and
ensure that cannablis commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the
businesses are “good neighbors” to the communities in which they name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations
32 are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk
in a non-discretionary and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (i)
manner (e.g., standard set of rules and consequences, such as Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the
citations or notices of Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation + permit
violation if rules are broken).*(Reflects Year 1 PSSE recommendation suspension and recovation (+ appeals pathways) are contemplated in the
4.) Yes |legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these.
The Office of Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platform to
. . . disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full
The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis I'ndustry transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The
33 should make can.nabls business reg'ul‘atilons clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for
the gen'eral public so that the public is informed and aware of the comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members
regulations. of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for
Yes |their use.
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As mentioned for this recommendation in Year |, there is no known model for
All employees of retail cannabis businesses should receive cannabis regulatory compliance training, similar to LEAD. With that said, the
34 [regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencies and other
California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training
occurs so that employers and employees understand best practices related to
No |responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products.
The City’s charter places the responsibility for land use decision on the
Planning Commission; therefore the ordinance places land use decision for
Community complaints and hearings for licensing and land use cannabis business with the Planning Commission. Licensing for individual
35 lissues should be managed by the Office of Cannabis, and priority for cannabis businesses will be handled by the Office of Cannabis. The Office of
hearings should be given to local residents. Cannabis will track the process for applicants to be permitted/licenses,
however the Planning Department will decide timing for hearings based on
established practices. The Office of Cannabis will also manage complaints
Partial [related to permit holder activity where appropriate.
Stakeholders The following entities are stakeholders in the City’s community
engagement efforts for
retail:
* Businesses
* Residents
* San Francisco Department of Public Health
36 e San Francisco Police Department
* San Francisco Fire Department
e San Francisco Unified School District
» Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD)
» Office of Small Business
* Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential
overarching cannabis The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
regulatory agency NL |stakeholders as we develop our policies.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

Tourism and
Hospitality

37

There is a notable desire within the culinary community to
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining options/opportunities,
including the use of cannabis as a meal ingredient and the
establishment of food/cannabis pairing options. San Francisco
should collaborate with key stakeholders, such as culinary and
hospitality organizations, to develop strategies for increasing these
opportunities for restaurants and other food establishments.
Strategies could include:

* Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative approach
that would create an

exemption for these types of culinary experiences.

» Development of a patron notification process for any food
establishment offering these opportunities.

» Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate
distribution of cannabis friendly dining venues throughout the City.

NL

Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's 2018 state
legislative agenda.

38

San Francisco should allow cannabis consumption in parked cars
(i.e., do not impose arrests, fines, or fees for cannabis consumption
in parked cars.)

NL

It is a violation of State law to consume cannabisin a public place, including a
vehicle, to possess an open container or open package of cannabis/product in
a vehicle, and to operate a vehicle while under the influence.

39

San Francisco should create a certification program for retail tour
businesses in alignment with existing regulations (e.g., for tour
busses). Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be
established for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to
mitigate traffic congestion, safety concerns, noise, odors, and waste

NL

To contemplate in 2018.

40

Public safety education {e.g., regarding specific regulations} should
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the

NL

To contemplate in 2018.

41

Tour companies should be required to designate a community
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries.

NL

To contemplate in 2018.
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Youth San Francisco should collaborate with stakeholders to develop
Access and policies that achieve an
Exposure appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and legal
consumption spaces while preventing undesired exposure for those Under the pI’OpOSEd Iegislation, the Department of Public Health will issue
42 |who prefer limited interaction with the cannabis industry. Strategies separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite consumption
could include the following: of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to that effect will be
« Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent unintended forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such spaces for consumption
exposure purposes. A permitted medical cannabis di_spensary with a prior smoking-area
* Limit visibility of‘consumption in adult use retail storefront designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its
locations to prevent ' smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Consumption locations
exposure from the street. Partial {may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted area.
. . . This will be something contemplate during the creation of policies regulating
43 BEta” tounj access ShO_UId be.restrlcted t.o people ages_Z} and over or tour activity. Under the proposed legislation, tours may be allowed at certain
in possession of a valid medical cannabis recommendation. .
NL |facilities as early as 2019.
The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, and requires
i . i trash to be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and recycling
44 Retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and receptacle guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include, at a

disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth.

Yes

minimum, a requirement that any waste be stored in locked receptacles prior
to pickup.
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Recommendation Included Rationale
Year II Recommendation - Agency Oversight * "~ B S T

In terms of a cannabis regulatory oversight structure, San Francisco
should establish a standalone agency, with two options for managing the
dispute resolution process: (1) a Commission or (2) hearing officer. The legislative contemplates the creation of a hearing officer, or ALl This
Note: this recommendation builds upon Year | Regulation and City Agency officer will serve as the first step of appeals of Director's decisions related to
Oversight Recommendation #21. Yes permit suspension and/or revocation.
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Subject: Draft Ordinances on Cannabis

Dear Mayor Lee, Director Elliot, Supervisors, and Planning Commissioners,

The California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) advocates for nightlife,
the arts, and responsible social consumption of cannabis in San Francisco. As a trade
organization based in San Francisco and made up venue owners and operators, many of
whom have been actively watching the City’s efforts to regulate adult use cannabis sales
and consumption, CMAC would like to raise a number of concerns its members have with
the draft cannabis ordinances.

1. Consumption Limitations

The draft ordinances make it very difficult to safely consume cannabis in San
Francisco. It is already illegal to smoke in parks, on most sidewalks, in a car, and in many
apartments. San Francisco’s many public housing residents, some of the City’s most
vulnerable citizens, are not allowed to consume in their homes by federal law. Tourists to
San Francisco are foreclosed from consuming in their hotels and in public spaces.

In the ordinances’ draft form, only currently-operating medical cannabis
dispensaries that have previously received authorization for on-site consumption will be
permitted to allow on-site consumption. This, plus the requirement that all consumption
take place in areas that are not visible to the public means that cannabis is still being
relegated to dark back rooms. If San Francisco is going to embrace the cannabis
industry, these consumption restrictions will stand firmly in the way of normalization.

Absent more permitted locations for consumption, San Francisco residents and
visitors will either consume in public, or be forced to hide in their homes. If San Francisco
is committed to being a destination for responsible consumption of regulated cannabis,
those that wish to partake should not have to struggle to find a place to do so.

CMAC is not calling for consumption in public, as that will only exacerbate
concerns about youth exposure and likely perpetuate the disproportionate police
enforcement against people of color. Rather, CMAC hopes that San Francisco can instead
establish rational regulations that will begin to remove the stigma that surrounds cannabis
consumption. Possible avenues would be loosening the restrictions on where cannabis can
be consumed on licensed premises, or the creation of a consumption-only permit for
businesses that do no sell cannabis but operate the types of establishments that cater to



consumers who might be interested in consuming cannabis on-site. Denver’s pilot program
is a potential route. CMAC is eager to play an active role in helping determine the best
path forward for San Francisco. Without more consumption lounges or accessory use
consumption permits, legalization will be illusory at best.

2. Adult Use Permits in place in time for Canna-tourism’

January 1, 2018 is fast approaching, and with it, millions of tourists to San Francisco
are going to be expecting convenient access to legal adult-use cannabis. With no clear
guidance on when adult-use permits will be issued, and the requirement that a business be
an already-operating medical retailer prior to applying for an adult-use permit, San
Francisco is poised to start the year with no licensed adult-use retailers. Instead of leading
California’s regulated cannabis industry, San Francisco will instead be viewed as a
restrictive and unwelcoming city, and will push investment, tax, and tourism dollars

_elsewhere.

CMAC is also concerned that without sufficient licensed adult-use cannabis
retailers, tourists who travel to San Francisco expecting to purchase (and consume)
cannabis will simply look elsewhere. This means that the black market, the segment of the
industry that regulation is striving to abolish, will instead thrive. San Francisco should
have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe and
regulated options for adult-use cannabis. CMAC would recommend the creation of a
temporary adult-use permit for currently-operating medical cannabis retailers., A
temporary permit such as this would not guarantee permanent privileges, but would
guarantee that San Francisco will be in the position to support a safe, regulated adult-use
market from the outset.

We are eager to work with you to refine the proposed cannabis regulations and
prepare San Francisco for what will hopefully be a positive addition to the economy and
culture of this great city.

Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco’s neighborhoods and small
businesses. ‘

Very truly yours,
A
Duncan Ley

Co-Chair
CMAC

Co-signing organizations:

GOLDEN GATE
RESTAURANT
ASSOCIATION

LI HALS

Gwyneth Borden, Executive Director
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October 30, 2017

The Honorable London Breed

President, Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
.San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Cannabis Regulations, Board of Supervisors File Numbers 171041 and 171042
Dear President Breed:

The San Francisco Chamber of Comrﬁerce, San Francisco Travel Association, the Council of District Merchants
Associations and Golden Gate Restaurant Association are writing to urge the Board of Supervisors to consider a number
of issues arising out of the current drafts of both the Planning Code and Police Code amendments regarding the
regulation of adult-use cannabis.

While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack of timely and
clear direction from the State of California, we believe the legislation as drafted is problematic for existing local cannabis
businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the
influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As was stated in a recent letter to the Planning Commission by the
California Music and Culture Association (CMAC); “San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1,
2018, consumers will have safe and regulated options for adult-use cannabis.”

We urge the Board of Supervisors to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation:

1) Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to ensure that the
issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by city government. To do otherwise,
puts at risk the continued operation of lawfully operating businesses.

2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses, operating
“below the radar” in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not authorize for such uses.
These “cottage businesses” may actually co-exist in some, if not all neighborhoods, and the Commission should
urge the City to consider a “non-conforming use” process for these locations.

3) New permits under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing small cannabis
businesses to apply for such permits.

4} Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in January of
2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a temporary business permit to
sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These handful of local businesses should be
encouraged to meet the demand for what will be a legal product next year.



5) Reasonable “Green Zones” where cannabis retailers can conduct business is critical if we are to reduce clustering
of these businesses. Excluding locations within 600 feet from a school, as set forth in the draft ordinance, is

reasonable and should not be increased.

6) While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial districts is an
appropriate legislative objective, using a 300-foot radius standard may not be the best solution. The “orbit
option” set forth in the Planning Commission staff report and supported by that Commission is worthy of serious

consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

7) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, almost impossible. Again, as was pointed out in
the CMAC letter, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption at licensed premises and create a
consumption-only and special event permit. In addition, accessory use permits must be developed both for sale
and consumption of cannabis. What we do not want is an ordinance that results, for lack of other options, in an k
increase in cannabis smoking on public sidewalks, parks and plazas. The City of Denver enacted a consumption
pilot program ordinance that the Board of Supervisors should consider as a model for San Francisco.

8) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within San Francisco.
On our initial read, this restriction may violate the commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution. Additionally, if
followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based businesses from delivering into adjacent
cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and

business licensing, not a ban.

The San Francisco business community looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of Supervisors, city
departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our residents and visitors for the safe,
lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of cannabis and establishment of related businesses in

San Francisco.

Sincerely,

-

Jim Lazarus
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

S

Gwyneth Borden
Golden Gate Restaurant Association

Cassandra Costello
San Francisco Travel Association

6 \
Henry Karnilowicz
San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations

cc. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Lee, Nicole Elliott
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October 18, 2017

Mr. Rich Hills

President, San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Cannabis Regulations 2017-010365PCA
Dear President Hills:

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 2,500 local businesses from throughout the
city, is writing to urge the Planning Commission to consider a number of issues arising out of the current
drafts of both the Planning Code and Police Code amendments regarding the regulation of adult-use
cannabis.

While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack
of timely and clear direction from the State of California, the Chamber believes the legislation as drafted
is problematic for existing local cannabis businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis
for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As
was stated in a recent letter to the Commission by the California Music and Culture Association (CMAC);
“San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe
and regulated options for adult-use cannabis.”

We urge the Planning Commission to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation:

1) Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to
ensure that the issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by
city government. To do otherwise, puts at risk the continued operation of lawfully operating
businesses.

2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses,
operating “below the radar” in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not
authorize for such uses. These “cottage businesses” may actually co-exist in some, if not all
neig’hborhoods, and the Planning Commission should consider a “non-conforming use” process
for these locations.



3) New permits under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing
small businesses to apply for such permits.

4) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in
January of 2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receivea
temporary business permit to seli cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These
handful of local businesses should be encouraged to meet thel demand for what will be a legal
product next year.

5) While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial
districts is an appropriate legislative objective, using a 300 foot radius standard may not be the
best solution. Your staff has recommended a number of alternative mechanisms. The “orbit
option” set forth in the staff report is worthy of serious consideration by the Commission and
Board of Supervisors.

6) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, almost impossible. Again, as was
pointed out the CMAC letter of October 16, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption
at licensed premises and create a consumption-only and special event permit. In addition,
accessory use permits must be developed both for sale and consumption of cannabis.

7) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within
San Francisco. On our initial read, this restriction may violate the‘commerce clause of the U.S.
Constitution. Additionally, if followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based
businesses from delivering into adjacent cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local
businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and business licensing, not a ban.

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of
Supervisors, city departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our
residents and visitors for the safe, lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of
_cannabis and establishment of related businesses in San Francisco. '

Sincerely,

Jim Lazarus
Senior Vice President of Public Policy

cc. Each member of the Planning Commission, clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all
Supervisors, Mayor Ed Lee, Nicole Elliott
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From: Jewel Zimmer <jewel@cocoacollectionsf.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 21, 2017 3:56 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Maijor, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cchen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regardlng Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042

Dear Office of Cannabis, Small Business Commission, and Board of Supervisors,

My Name is Jewel Zimmer and | own a bouthue chocolate company in here in .

SF. http://cocoacollectionsf.com/artisan In the past 18 months | have been working to transition my company
into the cannabis world by doing diligent amounts research, having intellectual conversations with
analytical labs, chemists, formulators, medical experts, Co2 extractors, farmers and potential delivery
partners. As well as, establishing articles, Tax ID, sellers permit and investing extensive amounts of
time and money into trying to make the most responsible legal and financial decisions possible to
launch in this emerging market. | made the decision not to take on a lease before | understood
exactly' what would be asked of me as a manufacturer to comply with the city of San Francisco's new
regulations. Now that | know what is expected of me, | am in a compromised position to register
because | did not secure a zoned location before September 26 2017.

I am writing you today to formally acknowledge that I agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not require a location (that
requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.

| ask that you take these suggestions seriously, as my future as a small cannabis business in San
Francisco is dependent upon being able to register and work my way towards compliance with a
zoned permitted location. | also ask that you consider shared kitchen spaces for manufacturers. This
mirrors the current bay area food provenders and how we work collectively to help Ieverage one
another. :

Thank you for your time.

In partnership,

Jewel Zimmer

Jewel Zimmer

San Francisco Ca 94102
415-305-8421

www.cocoacollectionsf.com
www . juna-world.com (coming soon)
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From: Flour Child Collective <hello@flourchild.org>
Sent: - Saturday, October 21, 2017 4:32 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)
Subject: : Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
' 171042" in the subject line

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Stephany Gocobachi, | am a native of San Francisco and a member of the SF cannabis community,
and | agree with the Small Business Commission’s suggested 2 step registration process.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information
required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not
require a location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Many producers are currently running cottage operations, out of their homes, as per Article 33. We have been
waiting on the City’s regulations to see what the next move is. For a small business, it isn’t affordable to rent
and build out a space until zoning is finalized, so many of us have been waiting to see what is going to happen
before making a move. We started looking for space this year, and found one in the Dogpatch we loved that
seemed like it would be a perfect fit- when we spoke with a lawyer about it, he basically told us that it would
probably be ok but there was no guarantee- so we held off until there was more information. Alas, it would
have been perfect, but we couldn’t afford to build out a space and have it turn out to be in the wrong zone.

Many of those working from home kitchens are afraid to come forward and state they are doing business as
such, for fear of their landlord being contacted for an inspection and losing housing, or being slapped with
fines and fees. Many of us have been waiting on manufacturing regulations to know what to do next, and
don’t plan on continuing to work from home for long (and for some with growing businesses, can’t). Please
consider some sort of grace period for cottage manufacturers to get up to speed, and a reasonable pathway to
get there.

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.
With the condition that we will find a properly zoned location by a certain date.

Additionally, it should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis
businesses, with each business holding their own permits but sharing use of a DPH-approved & permitted
space. 1t should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the
same kitchen. Many small businesses don’t need a large space, or can’t afford one. Without this option-
especially in the real estate market of San Francisco- there is no pathway for small businesses to grow. Small,
artisan manufacturing would die. This is the backbone of the industry, and always has been. In terms of safety
as well, it would be beneficial to have multiple business sharing in one location. The dispensaries and patients

1




of San Francisco currently rely on these small producers heavily- without us, there won’t be any quality
products on the shelves. As tiny businesses, it’s extremely difficult to go from being compliant in the current
climate to making such a fast jump into such a vastly different one. This way, we could band together and
come up to compliance collectively, and give small businesses a chance in this new environment.

Thank you for your time, hard work and your consideration.

Best,

Stephany Gocobachi
Founder, Flour Child
m. 415.251.3541
www.flourchild.org
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From: . Sharon Krinsky <sharon@societyjane.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 21, 2017 5:21 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Yee, Norman (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS);
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)
Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
’ 171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Sharon Krinsky and I am CEO and Founder of Hassell Girls, Inc. (DBA Society Jane), a
Proposition 215 Medical Cannabis Collective and delivery service in San Francisco. We have been incorporated
and conducting business since December of 2015 and are hoping to continue operating once the new regulations
for cannabis businesses go into effect.

I am writing to lend my support and agreement to the Small Business Commission’s suggested two-step
registration process as outlined below:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that
requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.

 Additionally,
It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental market in SF is, as you
know, prohibitively expensive, and | am not even breaking even yet as it is.

There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work. | will do whatever | can to help, but we can’t succeed without you
and your level-headed and common-sense guidance.

Not only is Society Jane my livelihood, it is also a lifeline for many patients seeking relief from debilitating pain and chronic
health issues. If | am not able to register and obtain a license for Society Jane, the health and well-being of our members is at
risk.

| will be attending Monday's meeting at 2:30 pm at City Hall in Room 400 to show my support for the Small Business
Commission's suggested registration process. | hope you will join me in lending your support as well.

Sincerely,

Sharon Krinsky

Sharon Krinsky, Founder | CEO
SOCIETY JANE ™
www.socletyiane.com
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From: bridget may <bridget@littlegreenbee.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 21, 2017 10:57 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042" in the subject line

Dear Office of Cannabis, Small Business Commission, and Board of Supervisors,

My Name is Bridget May and I run a small cannabis topicals company in San Francisco called Little
Green Bee. I make massage oil for localized pain and skin ailments as well as cosmetics such as eye
cream and serum. Here is my website:

http://www littleereenbee.net/

I have been incorporated since 2015 and am part of the supply chain to several delivery-only
dispensaries including Sava and FoggyDaze:

https://www.getsava.com/  https://fogevdazedelivery.com/

My background is in botany and chemistry, and I continue to work in the biotech industry as an
analytical chemist to help pay my rent in San Francisco. I planned to devote myself full time to my
business as soon as I was certain that I would be allowed to continue under the new regulations. I have
all the requirements for doing business in the City and County of San Francisco (and California), such
as business registration, seller’s permit, and corporate meetings and bylaws. I have established an EIN
with the IRS and I have been paying taxes since I began. However, I am currently working out of my
home under cottage laws which I now know will not be legal come January of 2018. With the new
regulations I find myself in a compromised position to register for a local permit because I did not
secure a zoned location before September 26 2017.

I am writing to lend my support for the creation of a two-step registration process as outlined below so
that I, like many others in my position, will have a path forward and the ability to remain in business
under the new regulations.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of
information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 26SEP2017. This mirrors
Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (this requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward
compliance.



Also, make it possible to share a space or address with other manufacturers or other cannabis
businesses. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental
space in the same kitchen, creating a collective/co-op shared kitchen and community space, in which
each producer or business is individually permitted but shares a commissary space or central hub. The
rental market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and I am not even breaking even yet as it
is. There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work!

I ask that you take these suggestions seriously, as my future as a small cannabis business in San
Francisco is dependent upon being able to register and work my way towards compliance with a zoned
permitted location.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,

Bridget
Little Green Beée
(415) 652-1335
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From: David Rothenberg <dave@mightyfoods.co>
Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 12:29 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Breed,

London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff
(BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen,
Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is David Rothenberg. I'm Founder and CEO of a nutraceuticals startup Called Mighty Health Co that
makes dietary supplements with very low doses of cannabis.

I'm writing this email to advocate for the staff suggestions from the Small Business commission's 2 step
registration process for cannabis companies:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information
required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not
require a location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward
compliance.

Additionally, It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis
businesses. It should mirror the food industty with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the
same kitchen.

Many of us hope to help consumers discover new health and wellness options in the legal cannabis market.
There has to be a way to belp small businesses make it work in San Francisco.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dave Rothenberg
Mighty Health Co.
cell: 650-861-1357
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From: , Clayton Coker <clayton@somatik.us>

Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:31 PM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis
. (ADM); SBC (ECN)

Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff

(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS)
Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
: 171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of
Supervisors, | | |

I’m Clayton Coker of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San
Francisco. I am writing in support of the two-step registration process
suggestion outlined in the Office of Small Business staff report. Here’s
an example of our suggested process:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in
operation. Reduce amount of information required for registration to
be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process,
which does not require a location (that requirement is considered a
barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming
businesses to move toward compliance.

Additionally, It should be possible to share a space/address with other
manufacturers or. other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in
the same kitchen.

The rental market in SF can be prohibitively expensive, and we are a
new, not yet profitable business and we’re excited to be a permitted

1.



cannabis business helping to diversify San Francisco’s economy, and
preserve a wide range of business types and sizes. We need your help
to ensure small businesses can not only survive, but thrive in San
Francisco. | |

Sincerely
Clayton Coker
Somatik Inc.



|Fod) [m M7

- - - - W — —

From: Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us>

Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:37 PM

To: Clayton Coker; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office
of Cannabis (ADM); SBC (ECN})

Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane {(BOS); Sheehy, Jeff

(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS);
Yee, Norman (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042 C

Heya Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Chris Schroeder, the founder of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San
Francisco. We are members of SF Made and advocates of a diverse SF economy. Thank you
so much for your willingness to help usher legal cannabis businesses into San Francisco —
we couldn’t do it without your support.

[’m writing to support a two-step registration process as outlined in the Office of Small
Business.staff report. Here’s an example of our suggested process:

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount
of information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors
Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that requirement is considered a
barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move
toward compliance.

We also hope it will be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other
cannabis businesses. The cannabis industry should mirror the food industry where caterers
and food producers can share rental space in the same kitchen.

The real estate market in SF can be prohibitively expensive to. Small business. We are a
new, not yet profitable business and we’re excited to be a permitted cannabis business
helping to diversify San Francisco’s economy. We need your help to ensure small businesses
-can not only survive, but thrive in San Francisco. Thank you for your time. I’ll see some of
you at tomorrow’s SBC meeting.

Sincerely
Chris Schroeder




Somatik Inc.
www.somatik.us

-Chris Schroeder

Founder, Somatik Inc.

www.somatik.us
415-342-3565
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From: _ jmedsl@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:44 PM
To: Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee,

Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS);
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS);
Somera, Alisa (BOS); SBC (ECN); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Jeffrey and

1 am writing in support of the two-step registration process suggestion outlined in the Office of Small Business staff
report

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a location (that
requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.

- Additionally,

It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental market in SF is, as you
know, prohibitively expensive, and | am not even breaklng even yet as it is. There has to be a way to help small businesses
make it work.

Sincerly

Jeffréy Kolsky
Director J MEDS
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From: ‘ MoonMan's Mistress <moonmansmistress@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 22, 2017 2:02 PM
To: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); alisasomera@sfgov.org;

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer,
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS);
hillary.ronen@sfgv.org; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS)

Subject: Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and
171042

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Jamel Ramiro and Liz Rudner, Co-Founders of MoonMan’s Mistress, an edible manufacturer based out
of San Francisco and'we
agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process.

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required
for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland’s process, which does not require a
location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry).

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance.
Additionally, ' : ’

It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should
mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental
market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and | am not even breaking even yet as it is. There has to be
a way to help small businesses make it work.

We truly appreciate your consideration and support as a very small buinsess in this industry doing it’s best to stay
compliant with all the rules and regulations. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Jamel Ramiro & Liz Rudner

" Co-Founders, MoonMan’s Mistress

WWW.MooNnmansmistress.com

WWW. moonmansmistress.com
instagram (@moonmansmistress
like us facebook

follow us twitter




City Hall ,
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 4, 2017
File No. 171041-2
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Ofﬂcer
Planning Department '
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

On October 3, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation:

File No. 171041-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products,
cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process
for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for
cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of
medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete
superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality
Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code,
Section 302.

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
"~ Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment

C:

Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning

Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning




City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 4, 2017

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On Octbber 3, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 171041-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302. ‘

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c.  John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



TO:

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis

Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health

William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department

Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department

Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee

DATE: October 4, 2017

SUBJECT:  SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
substitute legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on October 3, 2017:

File No. 171041-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
"in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’'s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov.org.

C.

Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health
Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health
Rowena Carr, Police Department

Kristine Demafeliz, Police Department

Sarah Madland, Recreation and Parks Department

Viva Mogi, San Francisco Unified School District

Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District




BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

MEMORANDUM

Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis

Barbara A. Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health

William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department

Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department

Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee

October 2, 2017

SUBJECT:  LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
proposed legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on September 26, 2017:

File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions: for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’'s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302. :

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov.org.

c. G

reg Wagner, Department of Public Health

Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health
Rowena Carr, Police Department

Kristine Demafeliz, Police Department

Sarah Madland, Recreation and Parks Department
Viva Mogi, San Francisco Unified School District
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District



City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director
" Small Business Commission, City Hall, Room 448

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

DATE: October 2, 2017

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Land Use and Transportation Committee

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
legislation, which is being referred to the Small Business Commission for comment and
recommendation. The Commission may provide any response it deems appropriate within 12
days from the date of this referral.

File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-
only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis
testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3)
establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating
. conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number
of medical cannabis dispensaries in. Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded
Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Please return this cover sheet with the Commission’s response to me at the Board of

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION - Date:
No Comment

Recommendation Attached

Chairperson, Small Business Commission

c: Menaka Mahajan, Small Business Commission



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
. Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 2, 2017

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:
File No. 171041

- Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the elght priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare fmdmgs pursuant to Planning Code Section
302.

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c.  John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



) City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 2, 2017

Planning Commission -
Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:

File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302.

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c:  John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



City Hall
1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 2, 2017
File No. 171041
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation:
File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302,

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk

Land Use and Transportation Committee

c:  Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO . ‘
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of | tEg;ﬁﬁ"é‘f&of ;S,upervisors
FROM: (/a( Mayor Edwin M. Leeéiﬂfé"i‘:"
RE: Substitute Ordinance — File 171041 - Planning Code - Cannabis
Regulation
DATE: October 3, 2017

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a substitute ordinance amending
the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things,
adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses;
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code
provisions; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity,
convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Please note that this legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168.

e
G52 Hd £-17

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141




OFFICE OF THE MAYOR ;—.ﬂ..;;Ej_DWlN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO
1 ony 26 Pil RN
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board5f Supemsop?”” T
FROM: (o« Mayor Edwin M. Lee, " = / |
RE: Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation S

DATE: September 26, 2017

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is an ordinance amending the
Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult
use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses;
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code
provisions; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity,
convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

| respectfully request that this item be heard in Land Use Commiftee.
Please note that this legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



